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ABSTRACT
The movement of architectural elements from one building to another within
Charleston, South Carolina, is an integral part of historic preservation in the city. From
the earliest days of the city’s historic preservation movement in the 1920s,
preservationists have understood the importance of preserving elements of historic
structures. In the early twentieth century, architectural elements were threatened by
antique dealers and collectors of architecture who sought to purchase decorative
elements, even out of standing houses. Buildings were also threatened with demolition as
gas stations and other modern structures were constructed. Rather than seeing pieces of
history lost, preservationists salvaged materials and reused them in their own projects.
Although historic preservation today focuses on the preservation of whole buildings,
architectural elements from renovations and demolitions continue to be salvaged and
reused.
This thesis focuses on the history and moving forces behind the practice of
moving architectural elements within Charleston, from the early twentieth century to the
present. In addition, a selection of architectural elements moved from one building to
another within the city has been individually documented. This collection was assembled
through research in various repositories in Charleston, as well as communication with
individuals involved in preservation and restoration work in Charleston. A list of the
architectural elements in the Charleston Museum has also been included, representing the
numerous architectural fragments that have been removed from historic structures and
never reused. This thesis is intended to be used as a resource for research on individual
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moved elements, specific buildings, types of architectural elements, and people involved
in the movement of elements. Even as each moved element represents a unique history
and story of transfer, all of the moved elements are held together by the common theme
of removal from a structure and reuse in another. Every moved architectural element
holds a place in the history of historic preservation in Charleston and deserves individual
documentation and study.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The history of the practice of removing architectural elements from one building
and installing them into another, from the early twentieth century to the present, is
representative of and part of the history of historic preservation. This is most apparent in
the history of the movement of architectural elements in Charleston, South Carolina, one
of the earliest cities involved in historic preservation (See Figures 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3).

Figure 1.1: United States map with Charleston, South Carolina, marked.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Figure 1.2: South Carolina with
Charleston marked.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com
(accessed 9 April 2009).
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Figure 1.3: Downtown Charleston, South Carolina, 2009
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Introduction to the Project
This thesis has been written as a history of the practice of moving architectural
elements in Charleston. This history was, in part, developed utilizing books and articles
mentioning the practice, but is truly centered on a survey of architectural elements that
have been moved within the city, located in Appendix A. An understanding the reasons
why architectural elements were moved from one building to another has come through
the investigation of these individual elements and the circumstances surrounding their
transfers.
This thesis is not a comprehensive record of architectural elements transferred
from one location to another within the city, but a reference for understanding the
practice of moving elements in Charleston and how the practice has changed over time.
The objects documented in the survey of moved architectural elements (Appendix A) are
representative of the great diversity in all aspects of transfers within Charleston. The
practice of transferring architectural elements is essential to the story of the preservation
movement in Charleston and deserves this level of documentation and study.

Introduction to the Practice
Most Charleston preservationists are familiar with Susan Pringle Frost’s
restorations, which often utilized moved architectural materials, but few are aware of the
extent to which architectural elements were moved in the city. From the early twentieth
century to the present, the transfer of architectural elements has been a major part of the
historic preservation movement in Charleston. The sale and relocation of elements to
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other cities prompted the earliest preservationists to gather elements on their own,
protecting them and keeping them in the city. Demolitions of historic structures in the
mid-twentieth century brought about a new group of preservationists, collecting
architectural elements for their own restoration projects and donating the ones they
couldn’t use to the Charleston Museum. Salvage businesses and the use of moved
architectural elements in new architecture provided further opportunities for architectural
elements to be transferred from one building to another. In the 1990s, as preservationists
determined that context was crucial to significance, a stand against the movement of
architectural elements from their original structures was declared. Salvage businesses
focused on gathering materials from buildings slated for demolition, and non-profit
building material reuse centers rose up, selling donated building materials in an effort to
keep architectural elements out of landfills.
Intertwined with the historic preservation movement in Charleston, the practice of
moving architectural elements represents changes in preservation attitudes over the last
hundred years. Beginning with an effort to protect Charleston’s architectural heritage
through salvaging and saving any part of a structure that could be saved, turning to
protecting buildings from demolition and keeping structures intact, and now focusing on
sustainability through preservation; the history of the practice of moving architectural
elements and the history of Charleston preservation go hand in hand. An understanding
of the practice of moving architectural elements in the city provides understanding of the
underlying influences in the preservation movement as a whole.

4

From the earliest period of historic preservation, preservationists have understood
the importance of not only preserving structures, but also preserving their unique
elements. If preservation of a whole structure is not possible, architectural elements can
survive as evidence of the existence of these structures. With documentation of the
movement of specific architectural elements, these parts of buildings can continue to tell
the stories of the buildings from which they were removed.

5

CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The movement of architectural elements can be organized into three general
categories: those moved by wealthy collectors or museums, those moved by
preservationists and preservation organizations, and those moved by individuals for
private use. John Harris, the author of Moving Rooms: The Trade in Architectural
Salvages, has written the only book specifically devoted to the historical practice of
moving architectural elements.1 Though Harris notes that there were other types of
transfers occurring in Europe and America, his book focuses on those carried out by
wealthy collectors and museums.
Neglected by Harris and other scholars is the study and collection of records of
transfers occurring outside the sphere of wealthy collectors and museums. Though
records of these transfers exist, and it is widely acknowledged by scholars that the
practice occurred, the records remain scattered and unorganized. There are no known
examples of scholarly research that have collected records of these transfers and studied
them in order to understand how and why they occurred throughout history.

Existing Documentation for the Movement of Architectural Elements
The level of documentation that exists for each type of movement of architectural
elements can be separated into four categories: acknowledgement by scholars that the
practice occurred, individual records of transfers, grouped and organized records of
1

John Harris, Moving Rooms: The Trade of Architectural Salvages (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale
University Press, 2007).
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several transfers, and, at the highest level, study of the practice. The greatest number of
organized records, as well as the only known study of the practice, is dedicated to
transfers by wealthy collectors and museums. Many individual records do exist for
transfers made by preservationists and preservation organizations, especially in
Charleston, though this documentation is not well organized and is not known to have
been studied. Even less documentation in all categories exists for transfers between
individuals, typically amongst family members or sales through antique dealers. With
records found only in scattered sources, these types of transfers in Charleston are not
known to have ever been organized or studied. The chart below specifies the level of
documentation that exists for each category of transfer.

7

EXISTING DOCUMENTATION FOR THE MOVEMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS
Category of Movement Acknowledgement of the
(Who moved the objects) practice
Wealthy Collectors &
Museums

-Moving Rooms- Harris
-The Antiquers- Stillinger
-A Golden Haze of MemoryYuhl
Along with several other
books on museum period
rooms and individual
collectors.

Preservationists and
Preservation
Organizations

Individuals for Personal
Use (Through family
members or antique
dealers)

-A Golden Haze of MemoryYuhl
-Giving Preservation a
History- Page & Mason
-Preserving Charleston’s Past,
Shaping It’s Future- Bland
-Historic Preservation for a
Living City- Weyeneth
-Preservation Comes of AgeHosmer
Along with other books on
early preservation practices,
especially in Charleston.
Moving Rooms- Harris

Records of individual
transfers
(not organized)
-Family records
-Bills of sale
-Records of
demolitions
-Local newspaper
articles

-Records of
preservationists (Susan
Pringle Frost)
-Records of
preservation societies
(Preservation
Progress)
-Bills of sale
-Records of
demolitions
-Local newspaper
articles
-Family records
-Bills of sale
-Demolition records
-Local newspaper
articles
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Organized records of
transfers

Studies of the practice

-Moving Rooms- Harris
-Museum Inventories &
Documentation
(American Wing)
-Studies of individual
period rooms in museums
-Collectors’ Inventories
(Henry Francis Du Pont)
-Demolition auction
catalogues
No existing sources are
known.

-Moving Rooms- Harris
-The AntiquersStillinger

No existing sources are
known.

Along with several
other books on
museum period rooms
and individual
collectors.
No existing sources are
known.

No existing sources are
known.

Although the most organized information exists for movement of elements by
collectors and museums, these transfers are few in the history of Charleston. The focus
of this thesis is the study of transfers carried out by preservationists, preservation
organizations, and private individuals. These are the most common types of transfers that
occurred in Charleston but are the least organized and studied.

Transfers Involving Wealthy Collectors and Museums
Two authors have studied the movement of architectural elements by wealthy
collectors and museums. As mentioned above, the main study devoted to this subject is
John Harris’ Moving Rooms (2007). Harris spent thirty years looking through the
countless documents and records of these transfers in order to document the history of the
practice in Europe from the sixteenth century to 1950.2 The author looks primarily at the
trends that continued the practice of moving architectural elements, eventually focusing
on the movement of whole rooms, especially for museum collections. Nearly all of the
information known about the practice of moving architectural elements by wealthy
collectors and museums, as summarized in this section, is a result of his research and
analysis of primary sources.
The other known source of study on the practice as carried out by wealthy
collectors and museums is Elizabeth Stillinger’s The Antiquers (1980).3 Stillinger’s book
is focused on the practice of collecting antiques, ranging from small decorative pieces to

2

Susan Jenkins, “Salvaging the Past,” Apollo Magazine (June 2008), http://www.apollomagazine.com/reviews/books/732566/salvaging-the-past.thtml (accessed 25 October 2008).
3
Elizabeth Stillinger, The Antiquers (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc, 1980).
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architectural elements and rooms. Each chapter is devoted to the story of an individual
who was influential in the practice of collecting antiques in America between 1850 and
1930. Chapters referring to architectural elements are those focused on influential
museum curators and their incorporation of salvaged architectural elements into their
museum rooms and collections. Although Stillinger’s study is not specifically devoted to
the transfer of architectural elements, a great deal of information on transfers facilitated
by museums can be gathered from her research of these influential individuals in
America.
The following paragraphs summarize the information on the movement of
architectural elements by wealthy collectors and museums as presented by Harris and
Stillinger. Although the focus of this thesis is not on transfers by wealthy collectors,
these are the only type of transfers known to have been studied and can provide a
background for the study of other types of transfers.
As far back as the sixteenth century, there is documentation that architectural
elements were being moved from demolished structures into the houses of the elite in
Europe. For example, in 1537, after the Dissolution of the Monasteries, Henry VIII
ordered the removal of forty windows from Rewley Abbey to be used at Hampton Court
for the new Bowling Alley.4 Frequently items were salvaged for use in new construction.
The elite were well aware of the value of these items and made sure to have them
carefully removed and reused. For this same reason, those ordering demolition of

4

Harris, 13.
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structures often auctioned the materials of the building and created demolition auction
catalogues as advertisements of the available elements (Figure 2.1).5

Figure 2.1: Front page of a demolition catalogue, 1747.
In John Harris, Moving Rooms (New Haven, C.T.: Yale University Press, 2007), 16.

Beginning in the eighteenth century in Europe, the trend of installing historic
decorative architectural elements into houses began to spread. Elites often had
antiquarian great halls decorated with salvaged elements, in order to give the room an

5

Ibid., 15.
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antique feeling.6 Items were not only taken from houses being demolished, but were also
imported by the European elite.7 This trend continued, increasing in popularity in the late
nineteenth century with the emergence of the decorator as a profession. It was cheaper
and quicker for the elite members of society to purchase salvaged architectural items and
have them installed in their house, as opposed to hiring an artist to design and create a
new piece.8 By hiring a decorator, these items could be acquired, usually from the
demolition of another structure, and made to fit in a new structure.
The wealthy were interested in having a house filled with modern conveniences,
but in an antique setting. The collection of architectural items moved from other
structures was the easiest way to accomplish this effect. This desire was not only held by
the European elite, but also by the elite in America. The Vanderbilts, Henry Clay Frick,
and Pierpont Morgan were a few of those who were drawn to the style salvaged
architectural elements presented and had their architects actively search for available
elements.9 One of the most well known American collectors of architectural items is
William Randolph Hearst, who compulsively bought items from structures all over the
world to install in his house in California (Figure 2.2). Hearst did not restrict his
purchases to one time period or style, but bought eclectically from multiple dealers.10

6

Harris, 32.
Ibid., 35.
8
Ibid., 69.
9
Ibid., 204.
10
David Nasaw, The Chief: The Life of William Randolph Hearst (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt,
2001), 294-302.
7
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Figure 2.2: The Main House of William Randolph Hearst’s residence in
San Simeon, California.
Hearst Castle Press, available from www.hearstcastlepress.org.

After several years of collecting, Hearst was in considerable debt and was forced
to sell a great many of his collected items, many of them architectural objects. A
catalogue was published containing nine pages of ‘Buildings and Parts’ which were to go
to auction (Figure 2.3). 11 This document recorded the object’s type, period, and
approximate date, and remains an incredibly rare record of moved objects.

11

Harris, 225.
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Figure 2.3: Excerpt from the Hearst Sale catalogue.
In John Harris, Moving Rooms (New Haven, C.T.: Yale University Press, 2007), 266.
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Bridging the gap between wealthy collectors and museums is the collection of
Henry Francis Du Pont at Winterthur. After visiting houses in Shelburne, Vermont, and
Gloucester, Massachusetts, with early American interiors, Du Pont developed a desire to
collect American antiques.12 In 1927, when he inherited the Winterthur House in
Delaware, he instructed his architect to create plans for the house that would incorporate
his collection of salvaged American woodwork and furniture.13 Du Pont collected
architectural objects from antique dealers, who gathered them from demolitions of
historic structures, and occasionally purchased them from houses that were still
standing.14 Du Pont felt that it was important to have historic interior architectural
elements in his rooms, in order to provide an authentic setting for his antique furniture
collection.15 The house at Winterthur is now a museum containing more than 150 period
rooms, created with moved architectural objects, often in the form of whole rooms
(Figure 2.4).16 One Winterthur period room was moved in 1957 from the Mansion House
on Broad Street in Charleston, South Carolina (See Object 009 in Appendix A for further
information).17

12

Stillinger, 222.
Harris, 217.
14
Stillinger, 223.
15
Ibid.
16
Harris, 217.
17
Harriet P. and Albert Simons, “The William Burrows House of Charleston,” Winterthur Portfolio 3
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1967), 172.
13

15

Figure 2.4: The Chinese Parlor at Winterthur.
From the Collections of the Henry Francis du Pont Winterthur Museum. In Elizabeth Stillinger, The
Antiquers (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1980), 231.

The concept of having a period room in an American museum can be traced back
to the Philadelphia Centennial Exhibition of 1876, which had showings of furniture and
objects on display similar to those in antique shops.18 From that point, period rooms
began to appear in public galleries in Europe and America. It was not until the early
1900s that period rooms were incorporated into American museums. The Hudson-Fulton
Exposition, held at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1909, displayed colonial
American antiques and interiors (Figure 2.5).19 This marked the legitimization of the
collection of Americana, thus sparking the creation of museum American period rooms.
Museums displayed American colonial rooms, as well as European rooms, with the
purpose of providing an antique setting for displays in order to recreate an atmosphere of
18

Harris, 4.
Marshall B. Davidson, The American Wing: A Guide (New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
1980), 9.

19

16

the past. It was important to museum curators that their collections were viewed in an
authentic setting.20 In 1965 the Museum of Early Southern Decorative Arts in WinstonSalem, North Carolina, was opened. The museum was specifically devoted to the display
and interpretation of southern decorative arts and architecture. Several period rooms
from demolished buildings as well as replicas of historic interiors remain on display.

Figure 2.5: Historic American interior woodwork and furnishings exhibited at the
Metropolitan Museum of Art during the Hudson-Fulton Exposition, 1909.
From the Collections of the Metropolitan Museum of Art. In Elizabeth Stillinger, The Antiquers (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1980), 161.

The movement of architectural elements from houses to museums was in many
cases related to the financial situation of the late 1920s and 1930s, especially of those in
Charleston, South Carolina. Financial problems led to situations in which Charlestonians
could not resist offers made by antique dealers to purchase their decorative architectural

20

Stillinger, 134.
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objects.21 Interior elements, iron balconies, gates, and even whole rooms of houses were
removed from the city. The sale of these items was not looked upon kindly by
Charleston society, and those who decided to sell their items did it quickly and quietly.
But preservationists in Charleston, including Susan Pringle Frost, were well aware of the
high occurrence of these transfers and fought to protect the architectural treasures of
Charleston from being removed from the city.22
In 1932, museums encountered strong criticism from the American Institute of
Architects, who passed a motion that museums should “abstain from the devastating
practice of purchasing or installing interiors or other portions of early American buildings
except those whose demolition is inevitable.”23 Though this did not halt the acquisition
of architectural elements for museum collections, it did slow the movement of items out
of standing Charleston houses to museums. Museums containing collections of
architectural elements often have high levels of documentation of these elements, in order
to prove that the collections are authentic. Therefore, objects moved from Charleston to
museums are relatively easy to identify.

Transfers Involving Preservationists and Preservation Societies
The preservation movement in Charleston is unique in that it was one of the first
of its type and has therefore been studied by many. The same can be said of Susan
Pringle Frost, known as the founder of Charleston’s preservation movement, who is the
21

Stephanie E. Yuhl, A Golden Haze of Memory: The Making of Historic Charleston (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2005), 37.
22
Ibid., 36.
23
Harris, 149.
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subject of many books and other published works. Books including Sidney Bland’s
Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future (1999), Stephanie E. Yuhl’s A Golden
Haze of Memory (2005), and Page and Mason’s Giving Preservation a History (2004),
Robert Weyeneth’s Historic Preservation for a Living City (2000), and Charles Hosmer,
Jr.’s Preservation Comes of Age (1981) are all important in telling the story of Frost and
the other preservationists of Charleston who were heavily involved in the movement of
architectural elements within the city. While none of these books looks specifically at the
movement of architectural objects, the practice is noted as an important part of the
preservation movement.
Susan Pringle Frost had a lifelong interest in salvaging architectural artifacts from
houses that were threatened with demolition. In her effort to restore Charleston houses
and make them more livable, she often added items she had collected from other houses,
including mantelpieces, woodwork, iron gates, and balconies.24 The Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings, later known as the Preservation Society of Charleston,
was begun by Frost and a group of others interested in the preservation of the city. Their
mission was not only to safeguard buildings, but also architecturally valuable artifacts.25
Susan Pringle Frost and the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings were not
dedicated to keeping architectural items in their current location, but fought to keep
architectural elements from Charleston houses at least within the city.
The records of the movement of objects by Frost and the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings are documented in various locations. The records of the
24
25

Col. Alston Deas, “They Shall See Your Good Works,” Preservation Progress 7, no. 3 (May 1962), 2.
Yuhl, 67.
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Preservation Society, including their bulletin, Preservation Progress, note movements of
specific items from one location to another. Frequently the movement of architectural
objects was noted in the local newspaper, especially if associated with the demolition of a
significant structure. Records can also be found in the private records of Susan Pringle
Frost, as well as those of other Charleston preservationists, chiefly held in the South
Carolina Historical Society. The records for these types of transfers do exist, but they are
not organized and they are not known to have been studied.

Transfers Involving Individuals
The movement of architectural elements by individuals for personal use is
addressed by Harris in Moving Rooms, but it is not the focus of his study. Harris states,
“When in 1816 the paneling from Independence Hall, Philadelphia, a room that witnessed
the signing of the Declaration of Independence, was removed, it was obviously reused.”26 The movement of items was common, although rarely published. Although not
known to have ever been studied, the movement of architectural elements by individuals
has occurred for centuries.
As far back as the 1500s it is documented that individuals were acquiring
architectural elements from other structures and installing them in their own houses.
These transfers were carried out for two main reasons: the demolition of a structure was
pending or had occurred; or items were acquired from friends or family members when
they were replacing architectural items in their house with new items. In the case of

26

Harris, 201.
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demolitions, there were either plans to remove items before the house was demolished
and these items were sold or given away, or the building was demolished without
consideration for the items and they were later collected by those that found them.
In Charleston, many transfers of architectural elements by individuals were done
by those with family connections to the architectural elements. In many cases when a
building was slated for demolition, a descendant of the family that had built or owned the
house salvaged decorative architectural elements prior to demolition. There were also a
great number of architectural elements sold through antique dealers within Charleston.
Balconies, gates, and interior woodwork were moved from one building to another within
the city through antique dealer sales.
The movement of architectural elements by individuals is separated from the
movement by wealthy collectors in that individuals were not interested in gathering these
items in bulk. Individuals moved architectural objects generally for installation and use
in their own house. Because these items were moved singularly and were unique
situations for the families, they are recorded in scattered sources. Records of these
transfers, if they exist, are found in family papers, bills of sale, and occasionally in local
newspapers or demolition records. There is not a clear location for where these transfers
would have been documented.
Many of the transfers of architectural elements by individuals overlap with those
done by preservationists. Although not necessarily members of the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings, individuals moving objects were often preservation
minded people who were interested in saving objects for the same reason as Frost. More

21

people than just those involved in preservation societies were interested in preserving
their city, and several did this by moving objects into their own houses or offices,
especially before demolitions. Often found in demolition stories published by the local
newspaper, these movements of objects are more difficult to locate, but are unique and
important to understanding the movement of architectural objects in Charleston.
Most of the research on individual moved architectural elements, compiled for
this thesis, were discovered through research in various repositories in Charleston, as well
as communication with preservation and restoration professionals in the city. A primary
resource for this project was an article written by Susan Pringle Frost to the Charleston
News and Courier in 1941 (Figure 2.6).27 This article is uncommon in that it lists several
moved architectural elements. Many of the other moved elements researched for this
thesis were found in books, including those on Charleston ironwork and Charleston’s
building history. Many articles on specific properties in Charleston, especially in the
“This Is Charleston” series published in the Charleston News and Courier contain
information on moved architectural elements. By organizing these moved architectural
elements into a collection, this thesis will serve as a needed resource for those
researching individual elements and properties.
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Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1941).
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Figure 2.6: “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” 1941 article.
Susan Pringle Frost, “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” The Charleston News and
Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1941).
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CHAPTER THREE
ANTIQUE DEALERS, MUSEUMS, AND THE RESPONSE FROM
PRESERVATIONISTS
The movement of a great deal of architectural elements in Charleston occurred
from the 1910s through the 1950s as a result of sales and purchases conducted through
antique dealers. Charleston architect and preservationist Albert Simons denounced the
practice of selling architectural elements to antique dealers in a letter to an American
Institute of Architects (AIA) colleague in 1928, calling it “one great danger threatening
our historic monuments that is much more ruthless in its spoliation than any of the
ravages of the wars, fires and storms that this city has withstood.”28 During this time
period, the sale of architectural elements, especially pieces of a family residence, was not
considered a respectable way of producing income. Despite this, many Charleston
residents sold elements from their houses through antique dealers, due to either desperate
financial situations, or a lack of respect for the preservation of the building.29
Most objects sold through antique dealers were moved out of Charleston, though
several did move to other houses within the city. While most architectural elements were
sold individually, antique dealers also sold architectural objects in the form of “rooms,”
which were reinstalled in museums throughout the nation. Just as faunal and floral
samples were displayed in museums representing different geographic locations, so were
architectural styles in the form of whole rooms, taken from historic houses of various
American cities.

28
29
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The preservation of architecture was an emerging movement in Charleston during
this time period. Stephanie Yuhl claims that the sale and removal of architectural
elements from the city was partially responsible for the preservation movement in
Charleston, stating “fierce local pride and possessiveness put many in the city on the
defensive and roused them to support organized preservation efforts.”30
Preservationists, including Susan Pringle Frost and the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings, fought for the protection of architectural elements,
believing it was imperative that architectural elements stay within the city. As a result of
this belief, preservationists in the city were involved in the movement of elements within
Charleston. In order to keep objects in the city, many preservationists collected
architectural elements and stored them or reinstalled them in their own houses and in
their own restoration projects (See Objects 001, 014, 019 in Appendix A). This practice
preserved many architectural objects, keeping them within the city when they would have
otherwise been thrown out or sold and shipped away.

Antique Dealers
The 1930s were difficult financial times for many Americans, and especially
Charleston residents. Antique dealers in the city, as well as those from other areas,
especially northern states, were aware of this financial situation and came to Charleston
in hopes of finding architectural elements. For many Charlestonians, monetary offers for
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architectural elements, often in the thousands of dollars, were extremely difficult to
resist.31
The removal and sale of architectural elements from a family residence could not
have been easy for most Charlestonians, as many of them lived in the same house their
ancestors had built and occupied. These sales were not respectable transactions in the
city and likely caused a great deal of humiliation for those property owners who
participated. Albert Simons protested the common practice of “selling everything of any
artistic and historic value to somebody just because they have the money to buy and carry
it off.”32 Many in the city, including Susan Pringle Frost considered these transactions to
be cultural vandalism.33 Even the Charleston News & Courier protested “the sale of
Charleston antiquities to persons of other sections.” The article claimed “there is but one
way to keep Charleston Charleston and that is to keep Charleston Charleston, to save for
Charleston the things that are Charleston’s.”34 Preservationists and others considered
architectural elements a part of the city’s heritage, not to be removed to another place.
The sale of antique furniture to dealers was even more common than the sale of
architectural elements, and had the same public perception. In order to avoid the
humiliation of selling antique furniture or architectural elements, sales were often
31
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conducted secretly.35 William James O’Hagan, a Charleston based antique dealer whose
shop opened in 1880 on Queen Street made his best efforts to allow families to keep their
pride when selling family heirlooms. For example, if a family was selling a piece of
furniture, O’Hagan would send a workman to pick it up as if for repairs. In other
situations, O’Hagan’s workmen picked up a furniture piece, created a cheap replica, and
returned the replica to the customer.36 In this way, the fact that the family had to sell
their antiques would be kept secret.
The most visible and easily removed elements sold to antique dealers were
ironwork. Iron balconies and gates were taken out of the city daily and sold to people in
the northeast at great costs.37 It was fashionable and enviable for a northern property
owner to install an iron balcony on his or her house that had come from Charleston.
In Charleston, many property owners did not value their ironwork, as is evident in
stories recorded of discarded balconies lying in the streets. Susan Pringle Frost noted that
she could purchase iron balconies at “junk prices” from property owners who would just
as soon have thrown them out.38 There is a contradiction in documentation from the
period, with many noting ironwork thrown out while others noting high prices for its sale
outside of the city. Perhaps some property owners were unaware of the value of their
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ironwork to outsiders or would rather have thrown their ironwork out than see it taken to
another location.
Antique dealers were responsible not only for moving a large amount of
ironwork, woodwork, and other architectural elements from their original location, but
were also responsible for the feelings many Charlestonians had on the issue of moved
architectural elements. For some who sold their architectural elements, the movement of
elements was trivial and their sale merely a means to secure funds. The movement may
have been an unfortunate situation for others who sold elements from their houses and
felt that it could not be avoided due to financial instability.39 Many of those not involved
in the sale of architectural elements came to despise the movement of elements out of the
city and fought to keep them from being moved out.
At this time, though, it does not seem that there was a strong movement to keep
architectural elements at their original location even by preservationists, as this may have
seemed unrealistic with the propensity for sales. The position that many took on the
movement of architectural elements at this time was that the elements should stay within
their native city, whether in their original location or another in the city. This position
can be directly linked to the influx of antique dealers and sales of architectural elements
in the first half of the twentieth century.
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Charleston Rooms Moved to Museums
Beyond the movement of individual architectural elements from the city through
antique dealers was the movement of whole rooms to museums during the early twentieth
century. By the 1920s, many large museums in the United States began frantically
searching for architectural material to fill their galleries.
The sales of historic rooms to museums were few in Charleston, but did occur
nationwide. In the case of the Charleston rooms, the owners of these houses sold entire
rooms for a good sum of money. The rooms were not donated or given to the museums
in benevolence, but were sold as a means of financial gain for the property owners,
similar to the sale of individual architectural elements. In turn, the sale of a room to a
museum was also frowned upon by Charleston society.40
The late eighteenth century marked the first appearance of the period room, a
recreation of a historic room from a given time period. The first American museum to
search for period rooms was the New York Metropolitan Museum of Art with their
American Wing. Period rooms were installed in museums and the houses of wealthy
individuals, typically as a period appropriate background for antiques.41 Rather than
assembling various pieces from historic interiors, these rooms were constructed of
elements taken from just one room, in order to accurately recreate that room in a separate
location. There were at least three whole rooms moved from Charleston into museums
throughout the United States (See Objects 007, 008, and 009).
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Susan Pringle Frost was horrified to learn in 1929 that the woodwork of the
second floor parlor of the Jacob Motte, Jr. House on Tradd Street, a house that she had
previously restored, was sold and installed in the Saint Louis Museum of Art in Missouri
(See Object 007).42 The early Georgian woodwork was purchased by the museum for
$5,000, a great sum of money at the time.43
The purchase of the eighteenth-century Mansion House on Broad Street by a New
Yorker in 1928 and its successive dismantling caused a great uproar in Charleston (See
Object 009).44 Charleston Mayor Thomas P. Stoney was sympathetic to the work of
preservationists in the city and called the purchaser of the Mansion House in an attempt
to change the outcome of the situation. Mayor Stoney suggested instead that the buyer
make the Mansion House his home in Charleston, rather than dismantling it, but the work
had already gone too far to be stopped.45 The dismantled house sat in a warehouse for
several years before one of its drawing rooms was sold and installed at Winterthur
(Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1: Mansion House drawing room, east wall, as installed at Winterthur, 1966.
From the Collections of Winterthur. In Harriet P. Simons and Albert Simons, “The William Burrows House
of Charleston,” Winterthur Portfolio 3 (1967), 173.

The practice of moving rooms to museums died out in the early twentieth century,
but it remains one of the most documented and widely recognized forms of movement of
architectural elements. Although these rooms did not remain with their original
structures and were taken from the city of Charleston, they have been preserved and
documented for research and reference. In addition, these rooms are viewed by countless
numbers of museum visitors who learn of Charleston architectural crafts and styles
through the rooms. Most of the rooms moved from Charleston to museums are still on
display (See Objects 007, 008, and 009).

Susan Pringle Frost and the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings
The preservation movement in Charleston in the early twentieth century is widely
recognized as one of the first movements of its type in America. As in many other cities,
the Charleston preservation movement began with objections to the demolition of historic
structures within the city. Objections to demolitions in Charleston were not simply
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opposition to the destruction of a piece of history, but a piece of history in which the
objectors’ ancestors lived and interacted. Even to this day, many of the residents of
Charleston are descendants of the historic inhabitants, with the same families continuing
to live downtown. Individuals involved in the Charleston preservation movement had
great emotional attachment to their city and its architecture.
The most recognizable figure in the early Charleston preservation movement is
Susan Pringle Frost (See Figure 3.2). In 1920, Frost, along with several other Charleston
residents, organized the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings. The mission of
the Society was to “safeguard the city’s architectural jewels.”46 Not only was the Society
interested in saving structures from demolition, members, especially Frost, were involved
in preserving and protecting architectural elements. A committee within the Society was
organized for the preservation of “Balconies and Old Iron Possessions.”47 The Society
did not view Charleston as only an area of buildings deserving preservation, but as “a
total composite of wood, stone, and iron, all of which should be saved.”48
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Figure 3.2: Susan Pringle Frost in the Joseph Manigault House.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum. In Stephanie Yuhl, A Golden Haze of Memory: The
Making of Historic Charleston (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, 2005), 25.

Members of the Society were acutely aware of the quantity of architectural
elements that were being moved out of the city. Frost personally condemned those who
would sell a piece of Charleston’s architectural heritage to an antique dealer. In 1925,
Frost discussed with William Sumner Appleton, a preservationist from New England, the
issues of historic iron and woodwork being sold to antique dealers. His suggestion for
improving the situation was to “adopt more strenuous safeguards.”49 Frost took the issue
to Charleston Mayor Thomas P. Stoney, asking him to pass a city ordinance preventing
historic architectural elements from being removed from the city. The city however
maintained that they could not prevent owners from doing with their property as they
pleased.50
49
50
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The Society itself was also responsible for the movement of architectural
elements within the city. During the 1920s and 1930s, the Society had a practice of
loaning removed architectural elements to respectable Charleston property owners.
These removed elements, mostly ironwork, were collected by Frost and other members of
the Society when they were discarded or when owners threatened to throw them out.
Most of these items were never returned to the Society and remain on the houses of the
past owners to whom they were loaned (See Object 036).51
The importance of the issue of moved architectural elements is clearly seen in the
actions of the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings and in the personal actions of
Susan Pringle Frost. To the Society and Frost, architectural elements were just as
important to the architectural heritage of Charleston as were complete buildings.
Through the efforts of early preservationists, many architectural elements were saved
from being discarded or moved to other cities. Although many objects were moved to
other locations within the city, they still remain important parts of the city’s architecture.

Restorations of Blighted Areas
Preservation-minded individuals in the early twentieth century, including Susan
Pringle Frost, purchased and restored historic houses in Charleston. At that time, many
areas in the city were considered blighted. Buildings in these areas were in a state of
disrepair, often harboring illegal activities and representing conditions of poverty. Early
preservationists aimed to restore these buildings to their previous glory in order to make
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Charleston the grand place that it once was. Often restoration projects went hand in hand
with the preservation and movement of architectural elements. As a method of
beautifying a restored structure with historic features, moved elements were frequently
reinstalled. This practice was part of the preservation and restoration of both the
structures and the elements.
Susan Pringle Frost was not only involved in the preservation of architectural
elements through the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings, but also on her own.
Throughout her life, Frost salvaged pieces of Charleston architecture, often woodwork
and ironwork. She took these elements from buildings that were threatened with
demolition and stored them on the grounds of her family residence, the Miles Brewton
House on King Street. Growing up in this grand mansion taught her an appreciation for
the finely crafted elements of Charleston houses.52 Her practice of collecting salvaged
elements began when the Withers House near the old Citadel was demolished. From this
house she salvaged an iron gate, which she later moved to Church Street (Refer to Figure
1.3 for map of Charleston).53 Frost could not stand to allow pieces of the city’s
architectural heritage to be thrown out or taken out of the city for use in other places.
Beginning in 1911, Frost, who had been one of the first female realtors in the city,
began purchasing historic houses and renovating them. The first house that Frost
purchased was on east Tradd Street. At the time, Tradd Street was described as “seething
with vermin, and great wharf rats were crossing for a spigot in the yard; when there were
no bathrooms or electric lights, and other sanitary conditions were unbelievably
52
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dangerous; when typhoid fever was prevalent and bedbugs a curse.”54 Frost sought to
restore the area to bring it “back to where it was for so many years before my
knowledge.”55
Frost had a financial interest in revitalizing the area, but was also personally
interested in the properties she restored, as her family lines could be traced to the houses’
owners. The first house that Susan Pringle Frost purchased was known as the Jacob
Motte, Jr. House at 61 Tradd Street. Jacob Motte was married to Rebecca Brewton, from
whom Frost was a descendant on her mother’s side. Miles Brewton, the builder of Susan
Pringle Frost’s family residence, was the brother of Rebecca Brewton.56 Susan Pringle
Frost, speaking of her restoration of houses on Tradd Street stated, “It is my firm purpose
to redeem the whole street from end to end from the horrible conditions that parts of it
have been in for so many years, and put it back where it was for so many years before my
knowledge, that is one of the most attractive streets in Charleston…”57
Susan Pringle Frost purchased and restored at least twenty houses on Tradd
Street, St. Michael’s Alley, East Bay Street, and Ford’s Court during her lifetime.58
Known as the “Angel of Tradd” in the 1920s, Frost’s efforts to single-handedly
rehabilitate not just a street, but an entire neighborhood, are considered ahead of her
time.59 Frost rarely made a great profit on her restorations, usually selling them quickly.
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“Life has only so many years, and I want to do so much,” she stated in a letter to a
creditor.60
Frost’s restorations typically started with her purchase of the house, then came the
cleaning, painting, and reconditioning, in order to make the house livable. As part of her
restoration of houses to their original beauty and sophistication, Frost would often add a
piece of salvaged architecture.61 A moved mantel, iron balcony, or gate would be
reinstalled in the house to add visual interest. By the 1920s, Susan Pringle Frost had
mastered the art of collecting salvaged architectural elements. Frost admitted that she
had built a network of contractors and plumbers who would tell her about mantelpieces
and woodwork in buildings threatened with demolition.62 If Frost wanted one of these
items, she could almost always acquire it at a very low price (See Object 017).63
Susan Pringle Frost’s restoration work, most visible in her added balconies, can
be seen not only on Tradd Street, but also on what is now known as Rainbow Row. The
restoration of the Colonial merchant houses of Rainbow Row is one of the most well
known accomplishments of early historic preservation in Charleston and was a result of
60
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collaboration among several preservationists in the city. The block of buildings on the
west side of East Bay Street between Tradd Street and Elliot Street is now a colorful row
of historic houses, but was in a derelict state in the 1920s. The block was considered so
run down that the Charleston City Council proposed its demolition and redevelopment
(Figure 3.3).64

Figure 3.3: Rainbow Row on East Bay Street in the early twentieth century.
From the Collections of the Gibbes Museum of Art/Carolina Art Association. In Sidney R. Bland,
Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future: The Life and Times of Susan Pringle Frost (Columbia,
S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), 30.

Frost believed in the restoration of these houses, noting the popularity of Broad
Street’s business district that was overflowing onto East Bay Street. Of the project Frost
stated, “It is quite the most important and best thing I have yet handled... if I can now
take hold of this East Bay block, I will be satisfied with what I have been able to
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accomplish for Charleston and incidentally for myself.... My future is made if I can get
these properties.”65
After the structures were purchased, financial times turned for the worst, and
Frost struggled to pay the loan interest and taxes on the properties. With no funds to
begin restorations, Frost continued to salvage ironwork and woodwork, often storing
them in the East Bay properties. She had already planned for two saved balconies to be
reinstalled on 83 and 87 East Bay. These balconies were stored in her properties for
about twenty years before they were reinstalled (See Object 018, 019).66
The economy did not get better, and Frost eventually had to sell properties on
East Bay. Two were sold between 1936 and 1938, and one was sold to the New York
playwright and Hollywood scriptwriter John McGowan. Frost focused her restoration
work on 83 East Bay. John McGowan, Susan Pringle Frost, and Dorothy Porcher Legge
all restored buildings on Rainbow Row, using many moved architectural elements, as
most of the buildings had been gutted of their historic materials (See Objects 022 and
023). Balconies now on 83, 87, 89, and 101 East Bay were all moved from other
structures (See Objects 019, 021, 026, and 036) (Figure 3.4).

65

Susan Pringle Frost to Irenee Du Pont. Bland, 58.
The balcony intended for 87 East Bay was never installed at that location, but instead sold by Frost to
Mrs. Punnett at 1 Tradd Street and installed at that location (See Object 018). Frost, “Miss Frost Tells
History of Her Restoration Work.”

66

39

Figure 3.4: Rainbow Row on East Bay Street, circa 1999.
Photograph: J. Michael Krouskop. In Sidney R. Bland, Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future:
The Life and Times of Susan Pringle Frost (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), 30.

Although Frost collected architectural elements specifically for use in her
restorations, antique dealers and people from out of town often offered her great sums of
money for these elements. She refused these offers, insistent that architectural elements
remain in the city. Frost saved several salvaged iron balconies for her restorations. She
was offered $500 for one old balcony, but refused, as the balcony would have been taken
to Florida. Another she was reluctant to sell, but eventually sold to the owner of 1 Tradd
Street, “knowing it was to occupy a prominent place in Charleston” (See Object 019).67
Nearly all moved architectural elements reinstalled in Charleston during the early
period of preservation were removed from houses either as the result of sale through
antique dealers, or removal prior to or during demolition. There are some exceptions to
this typical situation. For example, some elements were removed from their original
structures by preservationists although the structures were not under the threat of
67
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demolition (See Object 024). Charleston preservationists often believed that although a
structure might not be threatened with imminent demolition, it was in a situation in which
demolition could easily occur. It was important to preservationists that architectural
elements be preserved, whether or not their original structures survived.
Preservationists at this time believed that if a structure was lived in and taken care
of, the structure as well as its architectural elements would be preserved. The way that
preservationists protected architectural elements and structures can be considered
possessive. They were interested not only in keeping Charleston’s architectural elements
within the city, but also in the hands of Charlestonians they considered respectable.
Upon completion of Susan Pringle Frost’s restoration of 8 St. Michael’s Alley, three
Charleston ladies purchased the house, to the delight of Frost. She later spoke of the
women who occupied the restored house, stating,” It gives me much pleasure to think that
it is in safe and loving hands.”68
In the restoration of structures and the addition of moved architectural elements,
Charleston preservationists were doing their best to preserve as much of Charleston’s
architectural heritage as were able. Architectural elements moved out of the city by
antique dealers or museums were preserved at least in part, which is a better fate than
destruction. Most objects removed by antique dealers were not documented, and
therefore cannot be used for research or other purposes beyond their intended use.
Preservationists who fought to keep architectural elements in Charleston not only
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preserved the objects in their original city, but also frequently documented where the
objects came from, allowing their stories to continue despite their new location.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DEMOLITIONS AND SALVAGING
Public opinion on the movement of architectural elements did not change
drastically from the early to mid-twentieth century. Demolitions continued to occur and
architectural elements continued to be sold to antique dealers, despite disapproval among
Charlestonians. Businesses specifically devoted to demolishing buildings and selling
their architectural elements thrived in this period. Antique dealers, demolition
companies, and preservationists were all involved in the movement of architectural
elements from one location to another within the city.
A great number of historic buildings were demolished during the early and midtwentieth century for a variety of reasons. Many buildings had fallen into disrepair and
few people were willing to restore them. Buildings were demolished to make way for
new structures, including government projects and commercial ventures. One of the most
difficult obstacles for preservationists was the construction of facilities to service and
accommodate automobiles, beginning in the 1920s. With these challenges of modern
society, many architectural elements were preserved and moved to other structures in the
city.

Charleston Building Demolitions
Prior to 1931, there was no zoning ordinance in Charleston aiding the
preservation of historic structures. It was not until 1959 that the Charleston Board of
Architectural Review had the power to delay demolitions and not until 1966 that the
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Board was able to prohibit demolitions.69 There were no regulations in the first half of
the twentieth century keeping property owners from demolishing historic structures for
any reason.
Historic buildings demolished were most commonly those that were no longer
appropriate for their current use. Families in Charleston during the early twentieth
century were generally not as wealthy as their ancestors and did not require such large
residences. Houses and other structures often fell into disrepair with owners who could
not afford to maintain them. When these buildings were no longer useable or salable, they
were often demolished rather than repaired. Other historic buildings, typically those
owned by businesses or organizations, were not suitable for their owners’ purposes. If
businesses were not gathering enough income to maintain their structures, they often
chose demolition. During this time period there was not a great desire to pay the extra
expense to restore buildings.
Buildings were frequently demolished during the early and mid-twentieth century
in the name of “progress.” Owners believed that it was better to demolish historic
buildings and construct buildings more suited to modern uses, such as gas stations,
department stores, and motels. Buildings awaiting demolition were frequently stripped of
architectural elements, either for sale or use in other structures. The majority of moved
architectural elements came from demolished structures, not standing structures.
Demolitions provided space for construction of new buildings, which many thought
provided more opportunity than a dilapidated historic structure.
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Second only to the threat of antique dealers to the historic structures of Charleston
during the 1920s was the rise of gasoline filling stations. The number of Charlestonians
owning automobiles rose dramatically during this time period and oil companies began
constructing filling stations to accommodate them. The most desirable locations for
filling stations in Charleston, as elsewhere, typically corner lots and other prominent
spaces, were rarely vacant lots. Filling stations needed room for pumps, repair garages,
and restrooms. This meant that existing buildings were often demolished to make room
for gas stations.70
The Standard Oil Company was one of the most aggressive businesses of its type
in Charleston in the 1920s. Ironically, John D. Rockefeller, Jr., one of the major
stockholders and son of the founder of Standard Oil, was involved in the restoration of
Williamsburg in Virginia, while Standard Oil was demolishing several historic structures
for filling stations in Charleston.71
Standard Oil was involved in the demolition of Belvidere Plantation, near
Magnolia Cemetery in Charleston (Figure 4.1). This circa 1800 plantation house became
part of the Charleston Country Club in 1901, after it was no longer a family residence. In
1925, Belvidere was demolished to make way for a Standard Oil Company refinery and
plant (Figure 4.2), but several architectural elements were salvaged and moved to other
locations in Charleston (See Objects 010, 011, 014).72
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Figure 4.1: Belvidere Plantation, prior to demolition by Standard Oil.
“Suburban Plantation, Once Site of House for Colonial Governor, Last Was Used by Country Club,” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (5 May 1941).

Figure 4.2: Standard Oil refinery and plant on the site of Belvidere Plantation.
Photograph by Aerial Explorations. “Close-up Air View of Standard Oil Refinery and Other Plants,” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (27 April 1934), 1-C.

Other structures demolished to make way for filling stations in Charleston
included the Gabriel Manigault House at George and Meeting Streets, the Horlbeck
house at Meeting and Calhoun Streets, and three historic houses at Chalmers and Meeting
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Streets. Architectural elements were moved from structures demolished at each of these
sites to other buildings within Charleston (See Objects 028, 027, 038, 039).
As a result of modernization in the mid-twentieth century, many changes occurred
in Charleston. After World War II there was a period of expansion and construction of
many new buildings. There was money for new construction, and men were back from
the war, able and eager to work. As a result, several large buildings were demolished,
making way for new buildings of the modern age.
Two of the most well-known demolitions of the twentieth century in Charleston
were those of the Charleston Orphan House in 1952 and the Charleston Hotel in 1960.
Despite efforts by the Historic Charleston Foundation and the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings, the Charleston Orphan House, considered “valuable to the
city” in its architectural inventory, and its Chapel, considered “nationally important,”
were both razed. In their place a Sears, Roebuck department store was built.73 Several
salvaged elements of the Orphan House survive in the Charleston Museum collection.74
The Charleston Hotel, built circa 1838, was a large Greek Revival structure with
significant Corinthian columns (Figure 4.3).75 The building was demolished to make way
for a modern motor inn, which has since been demolished. It is not known if any
materials were salvaged at the time of the Charleston Hotel’s demolition.
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Figure 4.3: Demolition of the Charleston Hotel, 1960.
Photograph: William Jordan for The Charleston News and Courier. In Robert N.S. Whitelaw & Alice
Levkoff, Charleston Come Hell or High Water (Columbia, S.C.: The R.L. Bryan Company, 1975), 229.

Other demolitions during this period included the Thomas Radcliffe-Mitchell
King mansion at Meeting and George Streets in the 1930s for the College of Charleston
gymnasium (See Object 003), the John Walker house on George Street in 1910 for a
YMCA (See Object 015), and the Academy of Music on King Street in the 1930s for the
modern Riviera Theater (See Object 030).
Much later, numerous structures in the Middlesex neighborhood were demolished
by the City of Charleston for the construction of the Gaillard Auditorium. Prior to
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construction of the auditorium in 1966, the Historic Charleston Foundation purchased and
moved a small portion of the buildings slated for demolition.76
In 1982, a number of buildings between King and Meeting Streets at Market
Street were partially or completely demolished for the construction of Charleston Place, a
hotel-shopping-convention center. By this time in Charleston, demolitions of structures
were prefaced with communication between preservationists and the city. This did not,
however, guarantee a preservation-minded outcome. Architectural elements were
salvaged from many of the demolished structures in these later projects, including a cast
iron façade from a King Street building demolished in the construction of Charleston
Place, which was moved to a store on Meeting Street (See Object 029)
The large number of demolitions of historic buildings in the early and midtwentieth century was responsible for prompting many preservationists to become
involved in salvaging, as well as influencing several architects and companies to include
salvaged building materials in their construction projects. Much of the movement of
architectural elements during this period within the city can be directly linked to
demolitions.

Preservationist Involvement in Salvaging
Susan Pringle Frost and the early preservationists were not the only ones
interested in salvaging historic architectural elements. Preservationists throughout the
twentieth century collected elements removed from buildings, gathering them off the
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streets when they were discarded, purchasing them from indifferent owners, and buying
them from antique dealers. These preservationists were involved in reinstalling the
elements they salvaged in newly constructed buildings, as well as older buildings under
renovation. Many elements were not installed in other structures, but donated to
organizations, including the Historic Charleston Foundation and the Charleston Museum
(See Chapter 8). Preservationists in the mid-twentieth century obviously considered
architectural elements, separated from their original structures, worthy of preservation
and reuse. It is due to their efforts that many of these elements survive.
Albert Simons is one of the most important preservationists in Charleston history
(Figure 4.4).77 Simons was a native Charlestonian who studied architecture at the
University of Pennsylvania and in Europe. Upon his return to Charleston, Simons
intended to not only create new buildings, but also to be involved with restoration work.
Friends hoped that he would be able to set higher standards for restorations in the city, as
early restorations had been somewhat haphazard.78 In 1920, Simons cofounded a
successful architecture firm in Charleston called Simons and Lapham. The firm designed
buildings appropriate for the historic city and was involved in a large number of
restoration projects.79
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Figure 4.4: Albert Simons, Charleston architect and preservationists.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Society. In Stephanie Yuhl, A Golden Haze of Memory: The
Making of Historic Charleston (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, 2005), 39.

Not only was Simons an architect and preservationist, he also acted as an urban
planner, civic leader, founding trustee of Historic Charleston Foundation, and member of
the Charleston Board of Architectural Review until his resignation in 1975.80 Simons
was responsible for salvaging and moving many architectural elements in the city to the
Charleston Museum as well as other locations. In addition, he was involved with
building projects that utilized removed architectural elements (See Objects 003, 027,
028).
Always looking for new construction projects and pending demolitions, Simons
salvaged a number of architectural elements in Charleston. After talking with the
property owner, Simons would arrange to personally inspect the site destined for
demolition. He would then create an inventory of elements he considered “worthy of
80
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salvaging.” Most of the objects he collected were donated to the Charleston Museum,
though he had no personal stake in the organization. To Simons, salvaging architectural
elements was in part a solution to what he considered an “assault on the civic heritage.”81
Simons stated in a 1928 letter to Mendel Rivers, “It distresses me painfully to see our fine
old building[s] torn down and their contents wrecked, or what is more humiliating sold to
aliens and shipped away to enrich some other community more appreciative of such
things that ourselves.”82 Simons’ personal involvement in the salvaging of architectural
elements has resulted in their preservation at the Charleston Museum to this day.83
Another very prominent preservationist in Charleston’s history was Colonel
Alston Deas (Figure 4.5). A Charleston native and cousin to Susan Pringle Frost, Deas
served in the military before returning to Charleston and teaching at the Citadel. As the
second president of the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings, Deas encouraged
the Society to begin purchasing and storing or loaning architectural elements that had
been removed from historic houses.84 Deas was also involved in purchasing and moving
architectural elements on his own. A primary interest of his was the preservation and
documentation of the city’s ironwork, culminating in the publication of his book The
Early Ironwork of Charleston in 1941, which not only illustrates and describes much of
the city’s ironwork, but also notes many items that have been moved from their original
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locations.85 Alston Deas donated much of the ironwork he collected to the Charleston
Museum.86

Figure 4.5: Colonel Alston Deas, Charleston preservationist.
“Leaving Fort: Major Deas Gets Order,” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (19 October
1937).

As part of the committee on zoning, established by the Charleston City Council in
October, 1929, Deas helped to create a temporary ordinance that prohibited filling
stations, automobile repair shops, and factories in the most historic section of
Charleston.87 Around the same time, Deas was appointed president of the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings. In the 1930s, Deas served on the American Institute of
Architects’ Committee for Safeguarding Charleston Architecture.88
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In an interview published in 1942, Deas was quoted as saying: “If in this war now
threatening all civilization things smash, but I survive, insofar as my humble powers
allow, I hope to take up where I’ve had to leave off, and dedicate the rest of my life to
help preserve Charleston’s find old buildings and her rare treasures of art in their own
settings, as an inspiration to all future generations of Americans.”89 Throughout his life,
Deas fought to preserve Charleston’s buildings and their architectural elements.
A third preservationist significant in the preservation and movement of
architectural elements was Robert N.S. Whitelaw. Hired in 1932 as the first full time
director of the Carolina Art Association, the organization responsible for managing the
Gibbes Memorial Art Gallery, Whitelaw developed a collections policy that focused on
the work of local artists.90 The Carolina Art Association was also responsible for the
publication of This is Charleston, an architectural inventory of the city.91 Whitelaw had
served as the curator of art at the Charleston Museum in the late 1920s, and became one
of the most influential individuals in the creation of Historic Charleston Foundation.92 In
his personal preservation efforts, Whitelaw was responsible for salvaging architectural
elements from two houses in Charleston and using them in the restoration of his house on
State Street (See Objects 001 and 002). Though Whitelaw is not widely recognized for
his salvage and movement architectural elements in Charleston, he was greatly involved
in the practice.
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Most of Charleston’s twentieth-century preservationists were involved in
salvaging and reinstalling architectural elements in the city. When whole buildings could
not be saved from destruction, preservationists believed in saving any elements that could
be salvaged. Preservationists, including Simons, Deas, and Whitelaw, are responsible for
the movement of many elements in the city not only into restored houses, but also into
the Charleston Museum collection.

The Demolition and Salvaging Business
In the mid-twentieth century, it was more likely that a building in severe disrepair
would be demolished rather than restored or rehabilitated. Very few building owners felt
that restoring a building was worth the extra expense. Because so many buildings were
being demolished, businesses existed specifically devoted to the act. Most demolition
businesses did more than just tear down structures. Several were also involved in
gathering extra income through salvaging elements of the buildings they demolished and
reselling them from their warehouses and junk yards. Demolition businesses were
therefore involved not only in the destructing buildings, but also in preservation of their
historic elements.
An article was written in the Charleston Evening Post in 1952 explaining the
duties of a “housewrecker” (Figure 4.6). The article describes the dangerous job of Jack
Schwartz, who operated a Charleston house-wrecking firm started in the 1930s. Although
the name “housewrecker” describes the main part of this job, it does not, however,
explain the other duties that many in the demolition business took on for profit. In the
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article, Schwartz refers to himself not as a “housewrecker,” but as a “used building
material dealer.”93

Figure 4.6: Excerpt from an article describing the job of a “housewrecker.”
“Housewrecking is a Hazardous Business,” The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (6 March
1952), 12-B.

Many demolition businesses throughout the twentieth century were not only
involved in demolishing structures, but also carefully removing valuable building
elements for resale in their “junk” yards. As described in the article, “The Schwartz yard
is divided into sections, each devoted to a particular type of material. At one end you
will find used lumber and all its allied products. Another area has bathroom fixtures.
Others are exclusively set aside for windows, kitchen sinks or bricks” (Figure 4.7).94
Building materials salvaged were considered by the demolition company to be better
quality than new materials, especially when compared to World War II materials which
“suffered from a lack of quality because of scarcities and labor.”95
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Figure 4.7: Schwartz’s “junk” yard, filled with materials salvaged from demolitions.
“Housewrecking is a Hazardous Business,” The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (6 March
1952), 12-B.

Before demolishing a building, workers would go through it, removing valuable
pieces, including windows, doors, and plumbing facilities, until only the building’s shell
remained. Then the building would be ready to be pulled down. Building elements
salvaged and sold made up an important percentage of income for demolition companies
in Charleston throughout the twentieth century.96
Over time the building demolition business has changed in the city. Beginning in
the 1930s, demolition businesses were listed in the City Directory as “Housewreckers.”97

96

Ibid.
Charleston City Directory, 1930 and 1940. Available at the Charleston County Library, South Carolina
History Room. The 1930 directory is the first City Directory listing of a demolition business. Labeled
“Housewrecker” this listing was for W.R. Zobel at 9 George Street. The 1940 City Directory listed Mack
Herbert Wrecking Co at 39 Archdale Street under “House Wrecking.” An advertisement on the same page
for the company indicates that they not only are builders and contractors in addition to doing demolition
projects, but also sell “New and Old Materials.” It can be assumed that the old materials being sold are
salvaged from their demolition projects.
97

57

In 1950, the listing changed to “Building Wreckers.”98 The demolition business
continued to thrive in 1970, with seven “Building Wreckers” listed in the Charleston City
Directory.99 With the restriction of demolitions in the historic areas of Charleston to
approval by the Board of Architectural Review beginning in 1966, demolition businesses
slowly began to take on a different role and a different attitude. By 1980 there were only
two “building wreckers” listed in Charleston, as well as two salvage businesses.100 By
2000, demolition businesses were referred to as “Demolition Contractors” in the City
Directory, a more professional term. Only two of these “demolition contractors” were
located in the city in 2000.101 With fewer demolitions in the city, the business of
“housewrecking” has been limited to just a few companies at the end of the twentieth
century, continuing into the twenty-first century.
It is important when building demolitions are deemed appropriate that they are
carried out in a professional way. Demolition businesses with experience and know-how
are careful about salvaging valuable architectural elements. If unqualified demolition
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contractors are hired, reusable materials can be ruined and thrown away.102 Charleston’s
long-standing demolition businesses remain an important part of the city. Still
maintaining yards of used building materials salvaged from demolished structures, these
businesses continue to be significant players in the movement of architectural elements in
the city.

Building with Removed Architectural Elements
Due to the demand by preservationists in Charleston, many buildings constructed
or renovated in the mid-twentieth century incorporated architectural elements from
demolished historic structures. Although preservationists were not able to save all of the
city’s great buildings from demolition, they were able to ensure that pieces of the lost
buildings were preserved and reused.
Buildings with salvaged elements contribute to the architecture of Charleston, as
several of the historic elements are exterior. These buildings can also be used in research
and understanding of the demolished structures the elements were removed from. New
buildings during this period that incorporated salvaged elements are architecturally
valuable not only because of the elements they incorporate from historic structures, but
also because of their unique combination of historic and mid-twentieth century elements
and styles.
Standard Oil Company, responsible for the demolition of several significant
structures for the construction of filling stations in Charleston, was also responsible for
102
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constructing a series of filling stations with moved architectural elements. In an effort to
appease preservationists and better the company’s image, Standard Oil commissioned
Albert Simons to design several matching Esso filling stations for the city using
architectural elements from the demolished Gabriel Manigault House (See Objects 027,
028) (Figure 4.8).103
Designed in the Colonial Revival Style, these filling stations incorporated
columns, pilasters, window surrounds, doors, door architraves, balusters, and interior
woodwork from the Gabriel Manigault House (Figure 4.9).104 To critics, the filling
stations “never amounted to more than putting lipstick on a hog.”105 Preservationists
were not satisfied with Standard Oil’s salvage of architectural elements, as it came with
the demolition of more than four historic structures for property on which the filling
stations were constructed.
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Figure 4.8: The Gabriel Manigault House at Meeting and George Streets.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum, MK 13136A. In Mary Moore Jacoby and John W.
Meffert, Images of America: Charleston (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 1997), 114.

Figure 4.9: Esso filling station at the corner of Rutledge Avenue and Calhoun Street, built
with elements from the demolished Gabriel Manigault House.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum, MK 3127. In Mary Moore Jacoby and John W. Meffert,
Images of America: Charleston (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 1997), 114.
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In 1985 the Historic Charleston Foundation received the filling station at 108
Meeting Street as a partial gift from Standard Oil. The building was converted to the
Frances Edmunds Center for Historic Preservation, which opened in 1986. The former
director of the Historic Charleston Foundation, Frances Edmunds, for whom the building
was named, stated of the construction of the filling station in 1926, laughing, “I really
don’t think that would be called preservation today.”106 But in the early twentieth
century, architectural elements were often all that could be saved of a historic building.
In many cases, preservation of elements and reuse in new building projects was a
preservation success.
The restoration of the Dock Street Theater in 1935 is one of the most well known
construction projects in Charleston that utilized moved architectural elements. The
original Dock Street Theatre was built on the site circa 1736. This building and its
successor were both destroyed by fire. The Planter’s Hotel was built around the ruins of
the theater in 1800, and for fifty years it was the “unchallenged rendezvous of the
South.”107 With the decline of plantation life after the Civil War, the Planter’s Hotel fell
into disrepair (Figure 4.10). In 1935, the building was selected as a restoration project for
the Federal Emergency Relief Agency. Simons and Lapham, along with Douglas
Ellington, designed the new interior to replicate an eighteenth-century playhouse, with
concessions for modern theater technology.
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Figure 4.10: Dock Street Theatre in its dilapidated state.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Society. In Stephanie Yuhl, A Golden Haze of Memory: The
Making of Historic Charleston (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, 2005), 189.

Much of the decoration of the new theater was moved from the Radcliffe-King
House that stood on Meeting and George Streets. The deteriorating mansion was being
used as a boys’ high school and was soon to be demolished.108 Elements incorporated
included woodwork, wainscoting, door and window trim, mahogany doors, and plaster
ornaments and cornices (See Object 003) (Figure 4.11).109 The majority of moved
elements were installed in the Green Room and the drawing room of the theater.110 Upon
its opening in 1937, the project was considered a great success and accomplishment for
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the city of Charleston.111 Unlike the use of moved architectural elements in the filling
stations, the Dock Street Theater restoration was praised for its use of historic
architectural elements.

Figure 4.11: Ceiling decoration and mantelpiece in the reception room of the Dock Street
Theatre, moved from the Radcliffe-King House.
In Samuel Chamberlain and Narcissa Chamberlain, Southern Interiors of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Hastings House Publishers, 1956), 137.

Several less notable new construction projects were completed with the use of
historic architectural elements. For example, a row of six new houses was constructed by
Restoration, Inc. on North Adger’s Wharf in 1959, utilizing salvaged materials from
several historic buildings in Charleston. Bricks from a warehouse previously on the site,
as well as pine floors from various houses, and a window pediment from 111 Wentworth
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Street, recently demolished, were incorporated into the construction (See Object 040).112
This was one of many new construction projects in the twentieth century that utilized
salvaged architectural elements.
The salvage and reuse of architectural elements from demolitions, whether by
preservationists, demolition businesses, or architects, represents most importantly the
preservation of historic material and craftsmanship. Unfortunately, when elements are
salvaged by those only interested in their preservation for resale purposes, the elements
are rarely documented. For example, most elements moved by preservationists and those
interested in the objects themselves were done individually, because each element was
considered important. Most of these transfers of architectural elements were recorded,
whether by word of mouth, articles in newspapers or newsletters, or in some other form.
Elements moved by demolition contractors and those interested in saving elements purely
for their monetary reuse value were moved in great numbers without regard to where they
came from. Although these elements were preserved, their context was not.
Demolitions account for a significant number of architectural elements moved
within the city, documented and undocumented. There is no doubt that demolitions
during the early and mid-twentieth century were not only responsible for increasing the
amount of salvaged architectural material and the number of those involved in the
practice, but were also, in part, responsible for triggering the preservation movement in
Charleston.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE RESPONSE TO MOVEMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS
Preservationists’ involvement in salvaging and moving architectural elements
was, for several years, the only recourse these individuals had against elements being
sold to antique dealers and museums outside of Charleston. It was not until the 1950s
that preservationists had any control beyond their own actions to prevent architectural
elements from being removed from the city.

Ending the Trade in Museum Rooms
By 1930, the American Institute of Architects (AIA) had appointed a Committee
on the Preservation of Historic Monuments, as a result of the increasing trade in historic
architectural elements. A study by the committee indicated that there was a “national
scramble to acquire parts of eighteenth-century and other historic buildings.”113
Recognizing the significant threat posed by antique dealers, museums, and collectors, the
AIA made an appeal to all Americans to end the trade in historic architectural elements,
stating, ”This is a plea to the American public not to move, wholly or in part, the
buildings of the past, not to ape the older styles, forcing them to fit modern conditions,
but rather to enjoy the arts of old days, wisely preserving the antique, the picturesque, the
historical, for the future.”114
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The AIA, as well as the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings in
London, declared that architectural elements transported from one place to another suffer
dissociation from the original site for which they were designed.115 With the 1930
statement from the AIA calling for the end of the trade in architectural elements, the
collection of historic rooms by museums began its decline.
Many period rooms in museums have now been dismantled. Over time curators
have become more attuned to the differences in periods and styles of the museum room
architecture, compared to that of the furnishings and other objects displayed within them.
Museums that have retained their period rooms include the Metropolitan Museum of Art,
the Philadelphia Museum of Art, and the Minneapolis Institute of Art.116
While period rooms remain popular with visitors, today they are subjected to
several criticisms. Experts question the difference in standards of evaluating authenticity
for period rooms as compared to that of other museum objects. Several period rooms that
have been disassembled have been discovered to be constructed mostly of non-historic
material. 117 Museum period rooms cannot fully represent how the room was used in a
house or the lifestyle of the occupants.118 Detached from their context, museum rooms
most often serve as backdrops to museum collections, rather than as important parts of
the museum collection, worthy of the same level of research and interpretation.
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The Increasing Value of Charleston’s Architecture
Charleston is known as one of the earliest cities to adopt legislation protecting
historic architecture. One of the major influences in the creation of this legislation was
the removal of architectural elements from historic houses. Beginning with the Zoning
Ordinance and City Plan of 1931, Charleston’s regulation of historic areas in the city has
progressed to provide great protection and control over the removal of architectural
elements on the exterior of structures. The removal of interior elements remains
unregulated except in the case of structures with interior easements. As regulations
increased concerning the demolition and alteration of historic structures in the city, the
value of the city’s historic architecture also increased. Since the 1930s the appreciation
and protection of Charleston’s architecture by government officials and citizens has
increased, in turn decreasing the removal and sale of historic architectural elements.
In October 1931, Charleston City Council ratified a general zoning ordinance,
which included a section on historic preservation.119 As part of this ordinance, a section
of the city was designated the Old and Historic Charleston District (Figure 5.1). This
district was small compared to the historic district today, only covering a section of the
peninsula south of Broad Street, generally bounded by East Bay Street, South Battery,
and Lenwood and Logan Streets on the west. The zoning ordinance also established the
Board of Architectural Review (B.A.R.).120 Originally the B.A.R. consisted of five
members selected from the City Planning and Zoning Commission, the local chapter of
the AIA, the American Society of Civil Engineers, the Charleston Real Estate Exchange,
119
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and the Carolina Art Association. The B.A.R. had regulatory authority over changes
made to the exterior of historic buildings in the newly created Old and Historic
Charleston District, which were visible from public streets. In these areas, the B.A.R.
was able to disallow the removal of historical architectural material from the exterior of
the structure.121

Figure 5.1: The “Old and Historic Charleston District,” established in 1931.
In Robert R. Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for a Living City (Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press, 2000), 15.

In 1959, the B.A.R. was given the power to delay demolitions of historic
structures in the Old and Historic District, and in 1966 was able to prohibit
demolitions.122 The zoning ordinances of Charleston, in regard to their control over
changes to the historic districts of Charleston, have prevented not only demolitions of
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structures, but also removal of historic material and successive sale of these elements to
collectors and museums in other cities.
The appreciation of Charleston’s architecture and elements in their original
location has risen with the regulations set up by the zoning ordinances. The citizens of
Charleston have grown to respect the elements of the city’s historic architecture not just
for their sale value, but for their importance as pieces of the city’s heritage. Hurricane
Hugo, which hit Charleston in 1989, brought about massive destruction in the city,
further increasing awareness of the value of the city’s architecture. Witnessing the ruin
of so much of the city’s historic architecture impressed on the citizens of Charleston the
great importance of preservation of historic structures.
The B.A.R. maintains power over regulating demolitions and changes to historic
structures in the expanded historic district.123 A historic balcony could not be removed
from a house in the district today. The B.A.R. is committed to keeping Charleston’s
architectural elements in their original locations. The B.A.R. does not have regulatory
power over the interiors of historic structures. The only way that historic interiors are
regulated is through interior easements donated by property owners to a non-profit
preservation organization.124 In these cases, the organization regulates and controls the
preservation of interior architecture and only allows removal of historic architectural
elements in unique situations in which the movement furthers the preservation and
integrity of the interior.
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Architectural elements are still moved from historic structures to other locations
in the city and outside of the city (See Chapter 6). A majority of architectural elements
are moved by contractors wishing to reuse historic elements in renovations of historic
structures. These movements by professionals are done with care to preserve the original
structure and accurately restore the structure to which the element is moved. With the
increased awareness of the value of these elements, the sales of historic architectural
elements out of their original structures today are minimal and often done in secrecy. In
general, the movement of architectural elements from one structure to another has greatly
decreased since the early and mid-twentieth century.

Clarifying the Preservation Stand on Moving Architectural Elements
Since the start of the preservation movement in America, architectural elements
have been an important part of historic preservation. It is safe to say that the preservation
of individual elements is not as important today as the preservation of whole structures.
Although “gutting” of houses and removal of historic material from interiors remains a
problem, there is no longer a great threat to architectural elements and rooms by
museums and collectors as there was in the early twentieth century. Within the last
twenty years, preservationists have clarified their stand on the movement of architectural
elements from their original locations. With this clarification, preservationists and others
who deal with historic structures and elements have come to understand the importance
of preserving historic structures intact.
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At the Seminar on Current Collections Management Practices of Architectural
Fragments, held in Williamsburg, Virginia, September 1995, the Williamsburg
Resolutions on Architectural Fragments were produced (Figure 5.2). Participants in the
seminar included representatives from the National Park Service, the Association for
Preservation Technology International, the center for Historic Preservation at Middle
Tennessee State University, and the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation. The Resolutions
declared the belief of these organizations that “… historic context is the preferred
location for building components.”125 The first of the Williamsburg Resolutions states
“In recognition of the preference for in situ preservation of historic structures,
architectural fragments should not be removed if such removal will adversely impact the
structure’s integrity.” While the seminar focused on architectural elements removed from
historic structures and never reinstalled, the statement by these organizations, highly
respected in the preservation field, clarified the preservation stand on moving
architectural elements.
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Figure 5.2: “APTI Williamsburg Resolutions on Architectural Fragments,”
Seminar on Current Collections Management Practices for Architectural Fragments, Williamsburg,
Virginia (September 1995). Available at http://www.apti.org/resources/williamsburg.pdf (accessed 25
January 2009).
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The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(1995) also speaks to the preservation of architectural elements in situ. The second
standard for preservation states, “The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The replacement of intact or repairable historic materials or alteration of
features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.”126
Removal of architectural material, if it can be preserved, is prohibited by the Secretary’s
Standards. The Standards for Rehabilitation and for Restoration also note the importance
of retaining historic architectural elements if they are characteristic of the building.127
It is clearly understood in the preservation field that the removal of architectural
elements from their original structures is not to be carried out unless the movement
furthers the preservation and restoration of the structure. Only in rare cases is the
movement of architectural elements appropriate (See Chapter 6). Preservationists stand
by the belief that historic structures should be preserved intact, without the removal of
important historic material.
Without the significant threat of architectural elements being sold out of
Charleston, preservationists and others have come to the resolution that elements should
not be moved except under unique circumstances. Due to increased control of historic
preservation through legislation, as well as increased understanding of the importance of
preservation in Charleston, most architectural elements are preserved in their original
126
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locations, and movement of these elements has been minimized. This presents a situation
in which architectural elements are left in their original context to remain important parts
of the historic structures in which they were designed to fit.
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CHAPTER SIX
MOVEMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS AND INTERPRETATION OF
MOVED ELEMENTS TODAY
Architectural elements are still moved from one building to another, but the
practice has changed greatly since the early twentieth century. No longer are antique
dealers searching out owners of historic houses to offer great sums of money for their
mantels or ironwork. Museums no longer pose a threat to Charleston’s architectural
heritage. Movement of architectural elements today is done mostly through salvaging
businesses and organizations whose materials come from demolished buildings or those
in restoration. Other elements are moved by local contractors who collect and reuse
materials in their own projects. Much progress has been made in the methods used for
moving materials from one building to another. Despite recognition of the practice of
moving elements, the interpretation of moved elements in historic structures is still not
promoted. The reuse of architectural elements is not a modern practice, and it should not
be publicized as such.

The Sale of Architectural Elements Today
As far back as World War I and the Susan Pringle Frost era, selling architectural
elements from historic houses has been considered a form of vandalism. Despite this,
several Charlestonians continue to be involved in the sale of architectural elements, but
not without criticism.128 With more people in Charleston and America concerned with
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preservation of historic structures and conscious of the retaining of historic material, the
sale of architectural elements is not looked upon kindly. The removal of historic material
is not considered appropriate, especially when it is removed for sale.
Very few antique dealers have continued in the trade of historic architectural
elements with sale by property owners. No longer are these dealers proactive in offering
great sums of money to owners of standing historic houses for architectural elements to
be removed from their houses. Many antique dealers are reluctant to get involved in the
sale of architectural items today.129 For most people it seems more appropriate to move
and sell furniture or other objects that were intended to be moved from one location to
another than to sell architectural elements that were intended to stay in one location.
Antique dealers and salvage yards today that deal in architectural antiques typically
salvage these elements from demolitions, discarded material, or elements removed in
remodeling and restoration work.130
Salvage yards in Charleston and throughout America continue to be involved in
selling architectural elements today, as they have been for the past century. The salvage
business has grown within the past thirty years with a renewal in public interest in
historic architectural elements. According to Jeff Byles, author of “Rubble: Unearthing
the History of Demolition” (2006), it was not until the 1970s that a market in
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architectural salvage was reborn. More contractors and demolition businesses realized
that there was money to be made from reselling elements of demolished buildings.131
With renewed interest in historic building materials, partially attributed to a lack
in quality of modern building materials, salvage businesses have become popular outlets
for building materials of all kinds. Many people would prefer to have a solid pine,
handcrafted door in their house, rather than a mass-produced hollow door, typical in
modern construction. In addition to those shopping for quality and character, others shop
in salvage yards as a method of recycling, reusing material rather than purchasing new.
Others are looking for architecturally appropriate materials for restorations. Salvage
yards and city reuse centers look to capitalize on property owners interested in salvaged
elements, offering historic materials in a range of styles and prices.
Salvage yards have been matched with a new type of organization, known as
building materials reuse centers. Specializing in reclaimed building materials, these
businesses are non-profit and seek to promote the reuse of materials, keeping them from
being thrown into landfills. According to the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, more than 160 million tons of building-related construction and demolition
materials are generated each year. Most of these materials are unnecessarily disposed in
landfills instead of being reused.132 Building material reuse centers accept donations of
used building materials, which not only qualify as charitable donations for the donor, but
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also allow the donor to avoid expensive disposal fees. Not only finished materials like
doors, windows, and cabinets are accepted, but also structural wood, masonry, flooring,
plumbing fixtures, and electrical fixtures. Materials are sold at discounted prices from
building materials reuse center warehouses, or in some cases are traded for equivalent
donations.133
The Reuse People of America is a non-profit building deconstruction organization
with several retail warehouse locations in California. A full time deconstruction crew is
responsible for disassembling buildings piece by piece in order that these materials can
be reused. As much as eighty percent of materials can be reused from a building
deconstruction, including finished materials, rough lumber and bricks. According to
Wayne Nastri, the Environmental Protection Agency’s administrator for the Pacific
Southwest, deconstruction and reuse of building materials can provide “substantial
climate change benefits.”134 The recycling of materials means new materials do not have
to be manufactured, saving energy, time, and valuable natural resources.
In Charleston, along with several other cities in the United States and Canada,
Habitat for Humanity operates a reuse center called Habitat ReStore. These retail
locations hold used and surplus building materials available for sale at discount prices.
The proceeds of these sales help fund construction of local Habitat houses. Materials are
donated to Habitat ReStores by building supply stores, contractors, demolition
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companies, and individuals.135 The Habitat ReStore located in Charleston on upper
Meeting Street, sells donated cabinetry, doors, windows, plumbing fixtures, and tile.136
The reuse center not only supports construction of Habitat houses, but also contributes to
the reuse of architectural materials that so often end up in landfills.
In general, most architectural elements moved from one building to another today
are not the museum quality elements that were moved in the early and mid-twentieth
century. Antique dealers are not as involved in moving architectural elements today as
are salvage yards and building reuse centers. The objects being moved are typically
taken from buildings slated for demolition or those undergoing renovation. It is
important that these materials are salvaged and reused in other structures. Reusing
materials from historic buildings is a form of recycling, saving energy and reducing
waste. The sale and movement of architectural elements has changed from the twentieth
century to today. The business is now carried on by those interested in reusing materials
not for profit, but for the purpose of keeping these materials from going to waste.

Local Contractors
Several contractors in Charleston who do restoration work collect and are
involved in the movement of architectural elements in the city. During a restoration, it is
common for historic elements to be removed and replaced with elements more accurate
to the time period of the house or room. If a mantel in an eighteenth-century parlor was
135
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replaced in the late nineteenth century, and the contractor is restoring the room to its first
period, the later mantel will likely be replaced. Replacements can be with either a
recreated mantel to fit the period, or a mantel moved from another building, if one is
available. The later mantel is often then stored by the contractor for use on another
building. Perhaps another building has been stripped of a mantel, and the late-nineteenthcentury mantel fits the period or style of the room and will be installed. Through this
process of collecting architectural elements and reinstalling them in different locations, a
good deal of movement of architectural elements today is done by contractors.
Although the movement of architectural elements is a commonly done by
respected contractors in the city, these movements are not common knowledge, even to
future owners of the house. Those moved architectural elements should be tracked in
building documentation to prevent loss of context. Local contractors have an obligation
to inform owners if they install an unoriginal architectural element in their building,
whether it is historic or not. Records kept by contractors should include information on
where a salvaged architectural element was taken from and where it was installed, so as
to inform those interested in the structure. These records should be kept with the
contractor, allowing public access for research, until the business is no longer in
operation. At that time, records should be donated to a local historical society or other
archival institution, so that the records can remain available to the public for research
purposes. The documentation of the movement of architectural elements is important to
the integrity of a structure, and should not be omitted (See Chapter 7).
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Interpretation of Moved Elements Today
Many people see historic houses as original and untouched, though very few are.
Knowing that something has been moved or changed in a historic house can change the
way it is seen by many people, even lowering its appeal. For this reason, moved
architectural elements are rarely showcased and publicized. This is especially true of
museum houses, which seek to show original architectural material.
The Joseph Manigault House on Meeting Street is one of Charleston’s most
prized historic house museums. In the central hallway of the house is a high quality
historic mantel, which fits with the level of detail in the house. This mantel is not
original. Before the Museum acquired the building, the hallway fireplace had been
closed. As part of the restoration of the structure after the Museum’s acquisition, a
mantel from the Museum’s collections was installed on the fireplace.137 Fortunately, the
regular house tour includes information on this element, ensuring that visitors do not
mistakenly assume it original.
The movement of architectural elements is a historic practice and should not be
seen as something that only has affected remodeled buildings. Research for this thesis
has identified several elements that have been removed from historic structures and
installed into others in Charleston, most during the early and mid-twentieth century. The
movement of a historic element from one building to another does constitute a change to
a historic structure, but should not affect its quality as a historic building. Moved
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architectural elements represent historic material as well, and this material should be
identified and interpreted as such.
Today, the movement of architectural elements is, for the most part, a reuse of
materials that would be thrown out otherwise. The practice has progressed a great deal
from the early twentieth century to become a sustainable and preservation-minded
practice worthy of praise from environmentalists and preservationists alike. Architectural
elements moved historically should not be considered scars to original historic material,
but should be interpreted as they are. The history of moved architectural elements is
integral to the history of preservation in Charleston, and should be recognized and
interpreted through moved elements.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
MOVED ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS, NEVER REINSTALLED
Many architectural elements salvaged from historic buildings, typically during
demolition, were not reinstalled into another structure. If these items were collected,
rather than thrown away, they may have been stored in the archives of the Charleston
Museum or the Historic Charleston Foundation, since both have collections of donated
and purchased architectural elements. There are also several private collectors who
specialize in architectural elements and have personal collections.

The Charleston Museum
The Charleston Museum’s collection of architectural elements, listed in Appendix
B of this document, comes from a variety of sources and time periods. The Charleston
Museum, founded in 1773, is known as America’s first museum.138 According to
catalogue records, the collection of architectural elements began in the 1920s. Objects in
the collection include wallpaper, woodwork, plaster ornaments, ironwork, and whole
rooms. Some of the most important objects in the collection were removed from
plantations that are no longer standing, including Ophir Plantation, as well as from
demolished structures in Charleston, including the Radcliffe-King House which once
stood at Meeting and George Streets.
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One of the major donors of architectural elements to the Charleston Museum
collection was Colonel Alston Deas, the same preservationist who was responsible for a
great deal of salvaged and moved architectural elements in the city, on his own and
through the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings (See Chapter 4). Deas
collected these items in Charleston and the surrounding areas when structures were
demolished or when objects were thrown out. In addition, Deas often purchased items at
auctions or from antique dealers, and subsequently donated them to the Charleston
Museum. Many objects in the Charleston Museum collection were also purchased from
or donated by antique dealers and ironworkers. Typically at low costs, five or ten dollars,
the Museum purchased the items understanding that they were important historical and
cultural objects worthy of inclusion in the Museum’s collection.139
The Charleston Museum’s collection of objects has for several years been too
large to be stored solely at the museum site. The architectural elements in the Museum’s
collection are very large and are rarely used in displays, making them a challenge to
store. At one point in the history of the Charleston Museum, many architectural elements
in the collection were stored at Cook’s Cleaners, a building set in the yard of the Joseph
Manigault House on Meeting Street.140 When the building was torn down the collection
was removed to the museum building. When the museum collection was moved from the
museum building on Rutledge Avenue to the new building on Meeting Street, many
architectural elements were de-accessioned. Due to the difficulty of storing these
139
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elements as well as their infrequent use in museum displays, the de-accessioned items
were sold at auction.141 Most of the de-accessioned items were those without any
contextual information on which buildings they were removed from.142
One of the major components of the Charleston Museum’s current architectural
collection is a room from the Lining House on King Street. The Lining House was built
before 1715 and is considered the oldest existing frame structure in Charleston. In the
1780s, the Lining House became the residence and business location of the apothecary
Dr. Andrew Turnbull. The southeast corner of the building housed a storefront drugstore
until the 1960s.143 When Schwettman’s, the last drug store in the building closed in
1960, the building was under threat of demolition. In order to save the building, the
Preservation Society purchased the Lining House and began its restoration for use as their
headquarters.144 As part of this restoration, the drugstore interior was removed from the
Lining House, including walls, shelves, doors, and windows. The interior was donated to
the Charleston Museum, and is now a permanent exhibit.145
Many of the architectural elements in the Charleston’s Museum’s collection are
not on display, but are stored in various warehouses. The collection is accessible for

141

David Hoffman, Telephone Interview, Charleston, South Carolina (10 February 2009). David Hoffman
purchased several architectural elements at auctions by the Charleston Museum. Several of these items are
documented in Appendix A.
142
Jan Hiester, Curator of Textiles at the Charleston Museum, Interview by the author (15 April 2009).
143
Poston, 203.
144
Broad Street (85-109), Charleston County Library,
http://www.ccpl.org/content.asp?id=15618&action=detail&catID=6025&parentID=5747 (accessed 13
February 2009)
145
“Old Apothecary Shop,” Bulletin of the Charleston Museum 17, no. 3 (May 1922), 16.

86

research through the Charleston Museum. In the future, the museum intends to digitally
catalog all of their collection, including their architectural elements.
Despite extensive involvement in the salvage and preservation of a great many
architectural elements in Charleston, the Charleston Museum does not consider this part
of their history to be of significance.146 Robert Weyeneth states, “Curiously, histories of
the Charleston Museum do not seem to recognize the important preservation role that the
museum has played as an architectural repository.”147 Despite the museum’s large
collection of architectural elements, it is not considered an important part of the entire
museum collection. In fact, it was stated by Grahame Long, the curator of history at the
Charleston Museum, that the architectural elements collection is “a low priority.”148

The Historic Charleston Foundation Warehouse
The Historic Charleston Foundation warehouse, currently located on upper
Meeting Street, holds a variety of architectural elements donated to the Foundation.
Materials are donated on a continual basis.149 There are no restrictions on donations of
items.
In 2008, the Gaylord and Dorothy Donnelley Foundation awarded a grant to the
Historic Charleston Foundation, in order that the collection of architectural elements
could be catalogued. The $54,640 grant is to be used by the Foundation not only in
146
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documentation and organization of the artifacts, but also in making them fully accessible
to scholars, students, covenant and easement holders, and the general public.150
The warehouse on Meeting Street contains architectural materials from two
museum houses owned by the Foundation, the Aiken Rhett House and Nathaniel Russell
House, as well as materials donated by several individuals and institutions.151 Materials in
the warehouse are unique historic objects from a variety of styles and craftsmen. Some
of the more unique elements include a full staircase from the now demolished Von
Dollen House (See Object 005), a section of a wrought iron gate made by Philip
Simmons, and solid timber piers from the bell tower of St. Michael’s Church. Elements
also come from a few of the Charleston Esso Stations designed by Albert Simons, which
were built with elements of the historic Gabriel Manigault House when it was demolished
(See Object 027 and 028). When several of these stations were razed, elements from the
Gabriel Manigault House as well as copies of the Manigault elements were donated to the
Foundation. In addition, objects including plasterwork, doors, windows, wainscoting,
mantels, and shutters, are more common materials, but are critically important elements
of local architecture that have been salvaged. Most of the elements are undocumented at
this time, but will be documented with grant funding.152
The elements in the Historic Charleston Foundation warehouse will be organized
into two groups, a study collection of unique elements and a collection of more common
items set aside for reuse. The study collection will be available for students and
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craftsman, as they will represent a variety of regional architectural styles and historic
construction techniques. Architectural materials will also be used in education programs
done by the Historic Charleston Foundation for property owners.
According to David Hoffman, a local contractor who is in charge of the
cataloguing project, the architectural elements are meant to be used not only for scholarly
research, but will also be available to owners of historic houses in Charleston who are
interested in restoring an element of their house with a historically accurate piece.153 The
items available for reuse will be sold at below-market prices, encouraging owners of local
historic properties to use original materials from Charleston in their restoration work.154
Materials sold are required to be used on historic buildings.155
The Historic Charleston Foundation believes it essential that their collection of
architectural elements is accessible to scholars, students, special groups, and the
public.156 In the future, the Foundation intends to make the collection available online, in
order to reach a broader audience. The mission of the Historic Charleston Foundation is
not only to “preserve and protect the historic, architectural, and cultural character of
Charleston and its environs,” but also to “educate the public about Charleston’s rich
history and material culture.” It is the Foundation’s hope that after the cataloguing
project is complete that the Foundation’s facilities will be “an exemplary model of proper
collection management... in a large warehouse setting.” In this way, other organizations,
private individuals, museums, auction houses, and contractors who are also involved in
153
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the collection of architectural elements can use the Historic Charleston Foundation as a
model in proper management of this type of collection.157
The cataloguing process at the Historic Charleston Foundation warehouse is
currently underway and should be completed by November, 2009.158

Private Collectors
For private collectors in Charleston, architectural elements from historic
structures are prized antiques. There are several reasons collectors specialize in
architectural elements. For many, it is the collection of one-of-a-kind pieces of art, in the
form of ironwork, plaster, wood, marble, or other building materials. Collectors will
often install or display items in their own houses or keep them for sale at a later time.
Many collectors of architectural objects are most interested in the preservation and study
of the objects.
David Hoffman is a well-respected Charleston contractor who collects a variety of
architectural elements. He uses these items not only in the projects he completes, but
also as study objects. Specializing in the identification of woodcarving and decorative
techniques, Hoffman utilizes these objects for comparison in his research. He has
accumulated his collection over several decades through many sources, including
auctions, private sales, and gifts.159 Contractors, as well as others educated in historic
building techniques are acutely aware of the worth of historic architectural elements
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today. Many collectors in the city collect architectural elements not for sale and profit,
but for preservation of the objects.

The Importance of Documentation and Preservation of Architectural Elements
The Charleston Museum, the Historic Charleston Foundation, and other
organizations do not have the space and funds to store and care for all architectural
elements that are removed, and not reinstalled into other structures. It is important that
collectors such as Hoffman exist and are interested in preserving architectural elements,
so that these objects are documented and can be used for research or in their original
purpose at a later date.
When architectural elements are removed from a structure, no matter what the
reason, it is important that the objects are documented and that their histories are
recorded. Most private collectors, as well as the Charleston Museum and the Historic
Charleston Foundation are responsible collectors of architectural elements in their efforts
to document the history of each of the objects in their collections. As unique and
important an architectural element is on its own, it is much more important and unique if
its history is known. In this way it can be used for research purposes, something that is
especially important for elements from buildings that no longer exist. The least desirable
kind of movement of an architectural element is one in which it is removed and stored or
installed in another location without documentation of where it has come from. In these
cases, it is likely that the object will lose most of its value. Objects installed in other
locations can be misrepresented as original objects, and objects stored in warehouses can
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become just another object. Documentation of architectural elements is vitally important
to preservation of the objects. The collection of architectural elements, whether by
museums, non-profit organizations, or private collectors, should be documented with
primary information to the history of the element, in order to preserve their significance
and integrity.
Local historical societies, including private and public institutions, often maintain
records on individual properties. If an architectural element is moved from one location
to another, this information should be included in research information on the property
history. Beyond individual documentation, a comprehensive collection of moved
architectural elements within Charleston should be gathered and made available. This
collection would likely be digital in format, encompassing the collection gathered for this
thesis and updated to include other examples. A comprehensive list would need to be
constantly updated and accumulated, as research cannot be done within a limited period
of time. Once this collection is created and made available, researchers will be able to
more easily identify moved architectural elements and understand their lost contexts.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CONCLUSION
Architectural elements have been removed from buildings and reinstalled in
others for hundreds of years. In the 1920s and 1930s, some of these transfers were
conducted for profit, most with materials removed from buildings not threatened with
demolition. During weak economic times, transfers in Charleston removed material to
other cities, prompting historic preservation-minded individuals to become involved in
the protection of the city’s historic resources. Part of this early effort to preserve
Charleston’s architecture involved salvaging and reinstalling architectural elements in
other buildings. The movement of architecture in the early twentieth century was carried
out by antique dealers and by preservationists fighting the sale of architectural elements.
As the sale of elements slowed in the 1940s through 1970s, the movement of
architectural elements changed to be more focused on salvaging elements from buildings
slated for demolition. The reuse of these elements was, in part, preserving the
demolished structure. This effort continues today, through salvage businesses and
building reuse centers. Although the removal of historic material is not ideal for the
preservation of a structure, in many cases the removal of architectural elements allows
parts of these buildings to survive beyond the life of the structures from which they came.
In this way, the movement of architectural elements is an important facet of historic
preservation. Though on a smaller scale than the preservation of buildings, the
preservation of architectural elements, made possible through transfers from one building
to another, constitutes the preservation of valuable pieces of architecture and history.
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The report of the AIA Committee on the Preservation of Historic Monuments in
1931 stated of the movement of architectural elements, “The houses thus mutilated
become a loss to their own community and add very doubtful benefit to another. Such
old work placed in a new setting with new materials bears with it the elements of
deception and inconsistency; and the historical value of these unrelated fragments is
destroyed.”160 Preservation of a building intact is ideal, as this keeps original elements in
their intended locations. This form of in situ preservation is not always possible, but
preservation and documentation of the history of moved architectural elements is
achievable and should be practiced. Without documentation, architectural elements not
original to a structure lose their context and significance, and can be falsely assumed to
be original to the structure. When an architectural element is moved from one building to
another, it is vitally important that the element is documented with information on its
history and transfer.
This thesis has recorded the history of the movement of architectural elements in
order to provide insight into the practice. In addition, this thesis has documented several
individual elements that were historically moved from one building to another, recorded
in Appendix A. Primary and secondary sources with information on individual transfers
can be publically accessed. Each moved architectural element deserves documentation,
proving its significance and communicating its history. There are undoubtedly hundreds
of other architectural elements that have been moved within Charleston. There is a great
need for further research in order to understand the specific histories and transfers of
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“Preservation of Historic Buildings Intact,”85.
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these objects. Moved architectural elements represent the individuals involved in their
transfers, the historic buildings from which they were removed, and the reasons behind
their movement. Documentation is essential to preserve a moved architectural element’s
significance and maintain its integrity as an element unoriginal to the structure, but
important in its own right.
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APPENDIX A:
SURVEY OF MOVED ARCHITECTUAL ELEMENTS
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INTRODUCTION
At the core of this thesis is a group of moved elements that have been researched
and documented. These elements served as a foundation for the history of the movement
of architectural elements in Charleston, contained in the thesis body. Each element has a
unique story of transfer from one location within the city to another. Sixteen of these
elements have been highlighted in the first part of the appendix with an account of their
transfer. Each of the forty researched elements has been documented in a table with
important information recorded. Sources used for this information include, but are not
limited to, newspaper articles, issues of Preservation Progress, books on the architecture
of Charleston, and personal interviews.
The moved elements documented in this appendix have been numbered in the
order in which they were found in research conducted by the author. Each object is
described with as much information known to the author, but is in most cases not
complete. Several objects are missing exact addresses, dates of movement, individuals
involved in the movement, and/or other information. More research is needed to fully
understand the history of each element and its transfer. This is not a comprehensive list
of architectural elements moved within the city, and is undoubtedly only a small portion
of those that have been moved throughout the city’s history. There is much need for
further research in order to compile a more extensive list of moved elements.
This appendix is not only useful as supporting documentation to the chapters on
the history of the movement of architectural elements in Charleston, but can also serve as
a reference for those researching specific types of architectural elements, specific
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properties, and individuals involved in moving elements. Many of the elements recorded
in this appendix were removed from buildings that are no longer standing. These
elements are some of the only remaining physical evidence of the existence of these razed
buildings. One of the most important components of this appendix is the documentation
of the locations to which elements have been moved, providing proof that pieces of
demolished buildings do exist. Without documentation, the history of a moved
architectural element is lost, often leading to a loss of significance for the element. This
appendix fills a gap in the documentation of these moved elements, allowing them to
remain significant, representing the history of the buildings they were removed from, as
well as the history of their transfer.
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Downtown Charleston, South Carolina, 2009
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 001
MARBLE TILE TO 42 STATE STREET
OBJECT 002
DENTIL TRIM CORNICE TO 42 STATE STREET
Constructed circa 1816-1818, the house at 42 State Street was originally the home
of William Pritchard Dove, a shipbuilder. It was a rental property from 1836 until its
restoration in the 1950s. By this time, the building was deteriorated and most of the
buildings in the area had been converted to use as warehouses.
When the Whitelaws purchased the home at 42 State Street, relatives asked, “Why
don’t you let the pigeons have it?”, because at the time there were pigeons roosting in the
third story. Despite these words and signs of warning, Robert N.S. and Patti Foos
Whitelaw bravely took on the restoration of the home. After restoration in 1957, it was
considered one of the most charming houses in the neighborhood. The Whitelaws took
care to restore the home with modern conveniences while keeping it within the
appropriate historic period. When materials within the house needed to be replaced, the
Whitelaws found old materials either from within the home itself or from other
Charleston homes. During the restoration, the entry to the house was floored with black
and white marble squares. These were acquired from the front walk of a house on
George Street that had been demolished. In addition to the tiles, a dentil trim cornice
from a house on St. Philip Street, recently demolished, was added to both halls.
Robert N.S. Whitelaw, director of the Carolina Art Association, was involved in
the Civic Service Committee study of buildings in Charleston of architectural or
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historical importance. These findings were published in the book This is Charleston.
Whitelaw was also one of the chief founders of the Historic Charleston Foundation.
In the late 1950s, when the house on State Street was being restored, several other
houses in the neighborhood were also undergoing restoration, including four houses just
across the street. Part of this process of rejuvenation was the rezoning of the area as
residential on October 8, 1957, by the City Council.

Sources:
Hash, C. Patton, and Emerson, W. Eric. Charleston: Alone Among the Cities. Charleston,
S.C.: South Carolina Historical Society: Arcadia Publishing (2000), p. 84.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), pp. 135-136.
“State Street Restoration Changes ‘Pigeon’s Nest’ To Lovely Home.” The Charleston
News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (23 October 1957), 8-B.

Left: 42 State Street prior to restoration.
Center: 42 State Street after restoration, c. 1957.
“State Street Restoration changes ‘Pigeon’s Nest’ to Lovely Home,” The Charleston News and Courier,
Charleston, S.C. (23 October 1957), 8-B.

Right: 42 State Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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OBJECT 001 and OBJECT 002
Maps

OBJECT 001: George Street to 42 State Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

OBJECT 002: St. Philip Street to 42 State Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 005
STAIRCASE FROM 90 WARREN STREET
The house which once stood at 90 Warren Street was similar in style to that of the
house that currently stands at 86 Warren Street. Both buildings were constructed in the
mid-nineteenth century in the Greek Revival style. The house at 90 Warren Street,
known as the Von Dollen House, was built in the 1850s. Within the house was a spiral
staircase, but it was unusually placed in a wing of the building. The staircase also had
moldings different than those of the room in which it was placed, though only about five
years apart in style. This information, coupled with the existence of a cast and wrought
iron fence situated only in front of the same wing of the house, suggest that the staircase
and fence were of an earlier structure previously on the site. The structure may have
been burned, with only these two elements being preserved and reused in the new house,
built within approximately five years.
The Von Dollen House was split into several apartments in the 1960s and ‘70s,
and was eventually demolished in 1974. At this time, Dr. Konrad Mark purchased the
staircase from the demolition company for $50 and disassembled it himself. Dr. Mark
had also been deeded the iron fence, which he later moved to 86 Warren, a house he
owned. Dr. Mark was a medical student at the Medical University of South Carolina
during the 1970s and took a particular interest in 86 and 90 Warren Street. But his
collection of architectural elements did not stop with these homes. Dr. Mark frequently
attended meetings of the Charleston Board of Architectural Review and spoke out against
demolition of historic structures. But when demolition proceeded, Dr. Mark went to the
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site and often purchased or was given architectural elements. Many of these elements are
now in the collection of David Hoffman, a local contractor.
After Dr. Mark acquired the staircase of the Von Dollen House, he proceeded to
move it to the family home of a fellow medical student. This house was located at 34
Smith Street and was in the Italianate style. The two students believed that the staircase
would fit at 34 Smith Street, as the home had previously had a spiral staircase that was
removed in the 1920s. The staircase ended up in the attic of the house and was later
donated to the Historic Charleston Foundation. Today the staircase is in the warehouse
of the Foundation at 575 Meeting Street, and will be used as a study piece for historic
preservation students.
Sources:
Mark, Dr. Konrad. Note to the author (14 February 2009).
Mark, Dr. Konrad. Telephone interview with the author (11 April 2009).

Left: Staircase in the Von Dollen House, 90 Warren Street, 1974.
Photograph: Dr. Konrad A. Mark.

Right: 90 Warren Street, former site of the Von Dollen House, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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OBJECT 005
Maps

90 Warren Street to 34 Smith Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

34 Smith Street to 575 Meeting Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 010
WOODWORK TO 98 BROAD STREET
OBJECT 011
FRONT DOOR TO 98 BROAD STREET
Belvidere Plantation, also known as Belvidere Farm, was situated on the Cooper
River, just north of Magnolia Cemetery in Charleston. The house, built in 1810, was
constructed on the site of the “Governor’s House,” residence of the English governors of
the province, which had previously burned. Thomas Shubrick built Belvidere in the
Adamesque style with several Adam details in the interior woodwork. Situated in the
Charleston Neck, the house was close enough to the city to serve as a town residence, but
was built like a plantation or suburban farm. The large house, which at one time had a
front portico, had a raised basement and two flanker structures.
In the early twentieth century, Belvidere housed the Charleston Country Club,
whose members had converted the grounds to a golf course. The Country Club moved to
James Island in 1925 and the property was sold to Standard Oil Company. That same
year Standard Oil demolished the house for the construction of an oil refinery and plant.
Pieces of woodwork were salvaged prior to the demolition of Belvidere and moved to
several different locations in Charleston, including 98 Broad Street (See also Object 014).
Other elements of Belvidere were acquired by the Historic Charleston Foundation and
remain in their warehouse.
Constructed prior to 1735, the two story structure at 98 Broad Street has served as
the office of several Charleston physicians. The building was first occupied by the
colonial physician Dr. John Martino, followed by colonial horticulturist Dr. Alexander
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Garden, and then surgeon Dr. Henry Frost. Dr. Frost took a mortgage on the site in 1835
and renovated the structure. During the 1930s, the building was occupied by Dr. William
Horlbeck Frampton, the physician for Standard Oil. Dr. Frampton salvaged Adamesque
woodwork from Belvidere prior to its demolition and installed it in his office in the first
floor front section of 98 Broad Street during his occupancy. These elements included a
front entry door with fluted pilasters and semicircular fanlight, as well as mantelpieces,
wainscoting, door surrounds and moldings installed on the first floor front section of the
building. The crown molding in the north half of the first floor is from Belvidere, but
that of the south half is considered original to 98 Broad. The building at 98 Broad Street
now holds Fast & French, a popular Charleston restaurant.
Sources:
“98 Broad Street” Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC 10-CHAR, 345
(1996).
Leiding, Harriette Kershaw. Historic Houses of South Carolina. Philadelphia: J.B.
Lippincott Company (1921), pp. 12-16
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), pp. 174-175.
Smith, Henry A.M. “The Baronies of South Carolina.” The South Carolina Historical
and Genealogical Magazine, Volume XII. Charleston, S.C.: South Carolina
Historical Society (1911), pp. 46-47
Stockton, Robert. “Rear of 98 Broad May Be Original.” The Charleston News and
Courier, Charleston, S.C. (5 June 1978), 1-B.
Stoney, Samuel Gaillard, et al. Plantations of the Carolina Low Country. Seventh
Edition. Charleston, S.C.: Carolina Art Association (1989), p. 74.
“Suburban Plantation, Once Site of House for Colonial Governor, Last Was Used by
Country Club.” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (5 May
1941).
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OBJECT 010 and OBJECT 011
Images

Left: 98 Broad Street interior, with doorway moved from Belvidere Plantation.
Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 690-7.

Right: 98 Broad Street, first floor back room with woodwork from Belvidere Plantation.
Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 690-8.

Belvidere Plantation.
“Suburban Plantation, Once site of House for Colonial Governor, Last Was Used by Country Club,” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (5 May 1941).
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OBJECT 010 and OBJECT 011
Images

Belvidere Plantation, land side.
Photograph by BJL. In Samuel Gaillard Stoney, Plantations of the Carolina Low Country (Charleston,
S.C.: Carolina Art Association, 1938), p. 200.

Belvidere Plantation, interior.
Photograph by BJL. In Samuel Gaillard Stoney, Plantations of the Carolina Low Country (Charleston,
S.C.: Carolina Art Association, 1938), p. 200.
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OBJECT 010 and 011
Map

Belvidere Plantation to 98 Broad Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 012
IRON BALCONY TO 8 ST. MICHAEL’S ALLEY
The building at 8 St. Michael’s Alley is known as the James Louis Petigru Law
Office. Built 1848-1849, the building was designed by the famous Charleston architect,
Edward Brickell White. The architecture of the building continued the traditional
Georgian style, with a four-bay façade and a central pediment. Several of the design
characteristics of the building are Neoclassical, a style that was not in fashion at the time
of construction. These details include the brownstone window lintels and the lunette
window within the pediment.
Petigru, who commissioned White to design the house, served as the state
attorney general, a member of the state House of Representatives, and was appointed as
federal attorney for South Carolina. Known as a leader in opposition to the nullification
movement, Petigru defended the rights of slaves and free blacks and strongly advocated
preservation of the Union.
In 1913, several years after Petigru’s death, Susan Pringle Frost purchased the
home on St. Michael’s Alley as part of her effort to restore homes in the area. As is
evident in an early photo of the home taken around 1910, it was in need of repair (See
Object 012 Images). Frost later restored two houses on the north side of the St. Michael’s
Alley.
Miss Frost was known for adding elements to the buildings she restored, typically
woodwork and ironwork. To the front façade of 8 St. Michael’s Alley, a wrought iron
balcony with cast iron panels was added. The ironwork was salvaged from a building
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that had been demolished. The exact address of the building from which the balcony was
removed is not known.

Sources:
Hash, C. Patton, and W. Eric Emerson. Charleston: Alone Among the Cities. Charleston,
S.C.: South Carolina Historical Society: Arcadia Publishing (2000), p. 34.
Leland, Isabella. “Picturesque Alley Makes a Comeback: St. Michael’s Charming
Homes Evidence of Old Charleston.” The Charleston News and Courier,
Charleston, S.C. (2 March 1957), 8-B.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), pp. 193-194.
Stockton, Robert P. “Petigru’s Office Was ‘Envy of City’.” The Charleston News and
Courier, Charleston, S.C. (5 October 1981), 1-B.

8 St. Michael’s Alley, early twentieth century.
In South Carolina Historical Society, Charleston: Alone Among the Cities (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia
Publishing, 2000).
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OBJECT 012
Images

Left: 8 St. Michael’s Alley.
Photograph: Beatrice St. Julien Ravenel. In Beatrice St. Julien Ravenel, Architects of Charleston
(Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1992), p. 200.

Right: Balcony of 8 St. Michael’s Alley.
Photograph: Charles Bayless. Historic American Building Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 495-2.

8 St. Michael’s Alley, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 013
MANTELS TO 39 CHURCH STREET
The Nathaniel Heyward House, which once stood on East Bay Street at Society
Street, was one of a few large houses built on East Bay in this area. Built about 1788, the
exterior was marked by a large two-story portico at front. The home was demolished in
1916.
Mantels were removed from the Nathaniel Heyward House when the house was
altered, and they were subsequently installed in the George Eveleigh House at 39 Church
Street. The Heyward House was the birthplace of Mary O. Marshall, owner of the
George Eveleigh House in the early twentieth century. Mrs. Marshall was responsible for
moving the mantels from the Heyward House to the Eveleigh House. It was common for
mantels to be replaced, rather than replacing whole rooms, in order to stay up with
popular architectural fashion.
The moved mantels are in the second floor drawing room and the first floor parlor
of 39 Church Street. The mantel on the first floor replaces a heavy black marble mantel
that was broken in the earthquake of 1886. The mantel is in the Adam style, and is nearly
half a century too late for the architecture of the room. The mantel it replaced was of an
even later date.
The original mantel in the second floor drawing room likely had a bolection
molding, fitting with the paneling of the room. The current mantel, moved from the
Nathaniel Heyward House, replaces a mantel of the 1870s also broken in the 1886
earthquake. Also in the Adam style, the moved mantel has slender side pilasters with
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Greek muse figures on the panels above. A shell motif is situated in a gothic arch over
each muse’s head. The central panel of the mantel depicts a foxhunt scene. Both rooms
with the moved mantels contain their original paneling.
The George Eveleigh House was built in 1743 and renovated in the early
twentieth century. Eveleigh was a wealthy individual involved in the Indian trade. At
the time the house was built, the lot stretched across Vanderhorst Creek and was situated
outside the city wall. Today the creek has been filled and is now Water Street. Front and
back piazzas were added to the structure by 1795, a common form of addition after the
Revolution. The house has a slightly asymmetrical floor plan like that of the Thomas
Rose House at 59 Church Street. Original paneling of simple early construction remains
in most rooms of the house.

Sources:
Chamberlain, Samuel, and Narcissa Chamberlain. Southern Interiors of Charleston,
South Carolina. New York: Hastings House (1956), pp. 60-61.
Edmunds, Frances R. “Living with antiques in Charleston,” Antiques (April 1970), pp.
579-581.
Leland, Isabella. “Do You Know Your Charleston? 39 Church Street Included in
Historical Society Tour,” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (22
February 1960), 1-B.
Leland, Jack. 60 Famous Houses of Charleston, S.C. The News and Courier and The
Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (1978).
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 216 and pp. 413-414.
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OBJECT 013
Images

Nathaniel Heyward House, 1916.
Drawing: Alice R. Huger Smith. Copyright, 1916, by Frederick Fairchild Sherman, “Art in America.” In
Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Diadem Books, 1917), p. 287.

George Eveleigh House, 1915.
Drawing: Alice R. Huger Smith. Copyright, 1915, by Harper and Brothers. In Alice R. Huger Smith and
D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of Charleston, South Carolina (New York: Diadem Books, 1917),
p. 61.
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OBJECT 013
Images

Left: Drawing room of the Eveleigh House with marble mantel, now replaced.
In Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Diadem Books, 1917), p. 65.

Right: Second floor drawing room of the George Eveleigh House with mantel from the
Nathaniel Heyward House.
In Samuel Chamberlain and Narcissa Chamberlain, Southern Interiors of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Hastings House Publishers, 1956), p. 60.

Details of mantel in the second floor drawing room of the George Eveleigh House,
moved from the Nathaniel Heyward House.
In Samuel Chamberlain and Narcissa Chamberlain, Southern Interiors of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Hastings House Publishers, 1956), p. 61.
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OBJECT 013
Map

Society Street at East Bay Street to 39 Church Street (marked with dot), Charleston,
South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 014
WOODWORK TO 40 RUTLEDGE AVENUE
Belvidere Plantation on the Cooper River, built in 1810, was demolished to make
way for a Standard Oil plant and refinery in 1925 (See Objects 010 and 011 for further
information). Before the building was demolished, several of its architectural elements
were salvaged by Dr. William H. Frampton, physician for Standard Oil. These elements
were moved into his office at 98 Broad Street (See Objects 010 and 011) as well as his
residence at 40 Rutledge Avenue.
Constructed in 1900, 40 Rutledge Avenue was designed by one of Charleston’s
first Colonial Revival architects, Albert W. Todd, as his own residence. The building
faces Colonial Lake, with a semicircular Neoclassical portico with side porches, all
supported with Ionic columns. The south façade also has a two story piazza with Ionic
columns, and faces Queen Street. The home was that of the architect Todd for five years
after construction. In 1925, the building was sold to Mrs. Pauline H. Frampton, wife of
Dr. William H. Frampton. Salvaged woodwork from Belvidere was installed in the house
by Dr. Frampton and his wife, including cornices, mantels, and wainscoting. In 1986 the
house was renovated and made into a bed-and-breakfast, called Belvedere.
Sources:
Heyward, Hannah. The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (4 June 1968), 2-E.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), pp. 549-550.
The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1984), 3-D.
Stockton, Robert P. “Home at 40 Rutledge Ave. Dates to Turn of Century.” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (15 December 1980), 1-B.
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OBJECT 014
Images

Belvidere Plantation, land side.
Photograph: BJL. In Samuel Gaillard Stoney, Plantations of the Carolina Low Country (Charleston, S.C.:
Carolina Art Association, 1938), p. 200.

40 Rutledge Avenue, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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OBJECT 014
Map

Belvidere Plantation to 40 Rutledge Avenue (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 015
WOODWORK TO 58 GEORGE STREET
Built in the 1830s, the house that once stood at 26 George was demolished along
with several others in the area in the early twentieth century. Known as the John Walker
house, the building stood three stories tall with flanking wings of two stories. A twostory columned piazza extended across the front of the main section and around the sides,
ending at the wings. A matching balustrade was set on the roof. The house stood on a lot
previously of the Radcliffe-King house, which was at the northwest corner of George and
Meeting Streets and has also since been demolished.
In 1910, the building at 26 George was sold by the widow of the owner, Mrs.
Margaretha H. Wieters, to the Young Men’s Christian Association. The house was
demolished in 1911 and a YMCA building was constructed. Currently the College of
Charleston’s Johnson Physical Education Center and Kresse Arena occupy the site.
Some of the woodwork from the John Walker house was salvaged during its
demolition and installed in the Barnard Elliot house at 58 George Street. The woodwork
is shows characteristics of the Adamesque style. Some of the detail in the woodwork
contains an unusual zigzag design, as well as barb-shaped gouge work.
The Barnard Elliot house stands at the northeast corner of George and St. Philip
Streets. Built around 1803, the late Georgian residence has had several owners and uses.
In 1911, when woodwork from the Walker house was incorporated into the building, it
was still being used as a residence. The owners at that time, George H. and Anna W.C.
Mehrtens, most likely salvaged the woodwork and installed it in their home.
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Max Krawcheck purchased the building in 1952 and converted the basement into
a store and the upper stories and attic into six apartments. In the early 1970s, the College
of Charleston purchased and restored the building to its Georgian appearance, while
preserving the architectural details from the Walker House. The building is currently
used as the John Rivers Communications Museum.
The woodwork salvaged from the Walker House and installed in the Elliot house
consists of wood paneling, door and window architraves, and a full hallway arch. The
salvaged woodwork was too large for the Elliot House and much of it was cut and altered
to fit. The hallway arch stands in the front entry of the main floor of the house. The arch
stands freely, not supporting a wall. The wood paneling from the Walker house is mostly
seen in the second floor of the house, while the door and window architraves can be seen
on both the main and second floor.
Sources:
“Do You Know Your Charleston? Barnard Elliot House: Century-Old Classic Simplicity
of Exterior Lines is Preserved in Remodeled Building.” The Charleston News
and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (28 April 1952), p. 12.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 440.
Stockton, Robert P. “Do You Know Your Charleston? Mansion’s 1910 Demolition Was
Great Loss.” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (14 November
1977), 1-B.
Thomas, W.H.J. “Do You Know Your Charleston? George Street Restoration Project
Completed.” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (6 September
1971), 13-A.
Zender, Rick. Curator, John Rivers Communications Museum, College of Charleston, 58
George Street. Personal Interview, 18 November 2008.
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OBJECT 015
Images

Left: Walker House at 26 George Street.
In Arthur Mazyck and Gene Wadell, Charleston in 1883 (Easley, S.C.: Southern Historical Press, 1983),
Illustration 16.

Right: YMCA on George Street, postcard. Building demolished in the early 1960s.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Historical Society, “26 George Street” Vertical File.

Barnard Elliot House at 58 George Street, 1952.
“Century-Old Classic Simplicity of Exterior Lines Is Preserved in Remodeled Building,” The News and
Courier, Charleston, S.C. (28 April 1952), 12.
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Hallway arch, not supporting a wall. Stair hall of first floor, 58 George Street,
Charleston, South Carolina.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Left: Wainscoting in the northeast room of the first floor, 58 George Street, Charleston,
South Carolina.
Right: Door frame detail, note that door frame was cut to fit. Southwest side of second
floor stair hall, 58 George Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.
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58 George Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
College of Charleston, www.cofc.edu.

26 George Street to 58 George Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 017
FIREPLACE TO 27 KING STREET
The house at 1 Wall Street, also known as 54 Laurens Street is a two-story wood
frame house with a side-passage plan. The house was built in the mid-nineteenth century
and has a barrel vaulted entry of a later date. In the early twentieth century, the house
was occupied by Colonel James Armstrong, a Confederate officer.
In 1941, Susan Pringle Frost wrote an article in the Charleston News and Courier
describing the history of her restoration work (See page 23). Midway through the article,
Frost describes the story of a fireplace moved from the house of Colonel James
Armstrong to her family home at 27 King Street:
Through the kind offices of my good friend, Mr. Julius E. Smith of 91
Broad Street, I learned that Colonel James Armstrong, of blessed memory,
had taken a lovely fireplace out of his old home on Laurens Street, why he
did not say, but he said he thought the colonel would sell it to me. I
telephoned the colonel and told him of my information and its source, and
asked if I could buy the fireplace. His reply over the telephone, in his
accustomed and well known good humor, was “My dear child, I will be
only too glad to give it to you. “ It now adorns the fireplace in one of the
drawing rooms in our old home at 27 King Street. (Frost, 1941).
Julius E. Smith was a Charleston plumber who worked in the city for over seventy years,
beginning with an apprenticeship in 1914. According to Frost, Smith and other plumbers
and contractors informed her of valuable architectural elements in historic homes about to
be demolished, in order that she could attempt to salvage the elements.
The old home at 27 King Street that Frost refers to is the Miles Brewton House.
Known as one of the prime examples of Charleston architecture and decorative detail,
this double-pile house was built circa 1769 in the Georgian style. Susan Pringle Frost, a
descendent of the Brewtons and Pringles who occupied the home through the eighteenth
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and nineteenth centuries, resided in the home with her two unmarried sisters from 1910
until her death in 1960.
According to Jonathan Poston, author of The Buildings of Charleston (1997),
there is no reason to believe that any of the mantels in the drawing rooms of the Miles
Brewton House are not original. The Federal style of a mantel taken from the house on
Laurens Street would not be compatible with the Georgian style of the Miles Brewton
House, unless, of course, an older mantel was moved to 54 Laurens and then was moved
to the Miles Brewton House. It is possible that the mantel was installed on a ground floor
of the house; though it is unlikely Frost would refer to one of those rooms a drawing
room. It is also possible that in the article written by Frost she was referring not to a
mantel with the word “fireplace,” but to a fire grate or some other fireplace element. A
third possibility is that the mantel was installed sometime before 1941 in the Miles
Brewton House, but was later removed.

Sources:
Clayton, Sherri. “Smith Still Working Hard at Age 85.” The Charleston News and
Courier/ The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (9 July 1985), 2.
Frost, Susan Pringle. “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work.” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1941).
Poston, Jonathan. Personal Interview, Charleston, S.C. (3 March 2009).
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 471 and pp. 228-229.
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Left: Julius E. Smith, plumber who helped Susan Pringle Frost locate architectural
elements in houses slated for demolition.
Photograph: Wade Spees. Sherri Clayton “Smith Still Working Hard at Age 85,” The Charleston News
and Courier/The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (9 July 1985), 2.

Right: 1 Wall Street (54 Laurens Street), 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Miles Brewton House.
Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10- CHAR, 5-4.
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1 Wall Street (54 Laurens Street) to 27 King Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 018
IRON BALCONY TO 1 TRADD STREET
During the first decade of the twentieth century, Susan Pringle Frost learned
through some of her local plumber and contractor friends (See Object 017) that two iron
balconies had been taken down from a building on State Street. Frost was never told why
they were taken down or from which houses. Rather than seeing the balconies sold off to
another city or thrown out, she purchased the balconies for $50 each. According to Frost,
she was given a good price on the balconies as “very few [were] interested in such things
at that time.” As with other architectural elements Frost salvaged, the balconies were put
in the back yard of her home at 27 King Street.
Susan Pringle Frost had intended to use these two balconies in her restorations of
83 and 87 East Bay Street. These restorations were originally part of her plan to restore
the west block of East Bay Street, south of Broad Street. By 1941, 83 and 87 East Bay
were the only houses that she maintained ownership. At one time Frost was offered $500
for one of the balconies, but refused, insisting that the balcony remain in Charleston. One
of the balconies was eventually placed on 83 East Bay (See Object 019), but the other
was sold by Frost to the daughter of Mrs. Punnett, owner of 1 Tradd Street.
Known as the Thomas Barksdale House, the building at 1 Tradd Street was
constructed circa 1800. The brick single house represents a typical Charleston building
with dual use for residential and commercial occupation. In 1927 the building was
purchased by Mrs. T.W. Punnett. It was at this time converted by Mrs. Punnett from an
automobile shop to a private home. The balcony Frost had intended for 87 East Bay
Street was purchased by Mrs. Punnett’s daughter as a gift to her mother. Frost later
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regretted the sale and tried to back out of the deal, but the Punnetts held her to the
promise. Frost eventually agreed to the sale, knowing that the balcony would occupy a
prominent place in Charleston.
It was stated in a 1942 News and Courier article, “Mrs. Punnett was on the
balcony one day, when she was recognized and given a deep bow by her cousin who was
driving by, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.” The balcony remains on the house at 1
Tradd to this day.
Sources:
Frost, Susan Pringle. “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work.” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1941).
“Building Dating from Early 19th Century Commands Beautiful Harbor View.” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (30 March 1942), 10.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 137.

Left: 1 Tradd Street, balcony.
Photograph: Charles Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 516-2.

Right: 1 Tradd Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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State Street to 1 Tradd Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 019
IRON BALCONY TO 83 EAST BAY STREET
Susan Pringle Frost purchased two balconies removed from houses on State Street
in the early twentieth century for $50 each (See Object 018 for more information). These
balconies were intended for use in her restorations of 83 and 87 East Bay Street, but one
was sold for use on 1 Tradd Street. One of the balconies remained in Frost’s possession
for over twenty years, finally being installed at 83 East Bay Street.
Known as the William Stone House, the structure at 83 East Bay held commercial
space on the ground floor and residential space on the upper three floors until its
restoration by Susan Pringle Frost. The building was restored by Frost in 1941 as part of
a joint effort with several preservationists to restore a section of the west side of East Bay
Street, south of Broad, now known as Rainbow Row.
Frost also restored 87 East Bay Street, adding a balcony to its second floor (See
Object 026). It is possible that there had previously been a balcony on the house at 83
East Bay Street. Susan Pringle Frost stated in her 1941 article in the News and Courier,
“That [balcony] from No. 87, I saw being hauled down East Bay on a truck and I asked
my contractor who had bought it and he told me, but I will not mention the parties.” The
removal and sale of balconies to individuals and museums in other cities was a serious
preservation threat during the early twentieth century (See Chapter 3).
It was at the time of Frost’s restoration that the Neoclassical wrought-iron balcony
she had been holding onto for so many years was placed on the second story of 83 East
Bay Street. The balcony installed by Frost in 1941 remains on the front of this “Rainbow
Row” house.
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Sources:
Frost, Susan Pringle. “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work.” The
Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (24 February 1941).
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), pp. 100-101.
“Renaissance of Last Decade on East Bay Block Illustrates ‘Comeback’ of Neighborhood
in Charleston.” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (3 February
1941), 10.
Stockton, Robert P. “Stone House Dates to 1700s.” The Charleston News and Courier,
Charleston, S.C. (2 April 1979), 1-B.

Left: East Bay Street in the early twentieth century, 83 East Bay Street at left front.
From the Collections of the Gibbes Museum of Art/Carolina Art Association. In Sidney R. Bland,
Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future: The Life and Times of Susan Pringle Frost (Columbia,
S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), p. 30.

Right: 83 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

83 East Bay Street, iron balcony formerly on
State Street.

Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American
Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 385-1.
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State Street to 83 East Bay Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

139

OBJECT 024
MANTEL TO 22 LAMBOLL STREET
The house at 22 Lamboll Street was the rectory for St. Michael’s Church between
1895 and 1927. Built in 1820, the Federal style wooden building was renovated in 1850
with triple tiered piazzas added to the front facade. When St. Michael’s Church sold the
house in 1927, it was purchased by Dorothy Porcher Legge.
An early preservationist like Susan Pringle Frost, Mrs. Legge was involved in
Charleston preservation efforts, as well as her own restoration projects. As a member of
the board of the Historic Charleston Foundation, Mrs. Legge was instrumental in saving
many homes in Charleston from demolition, including the Aiken-Rhett House, Snee
Farm, and the Bishop Smith House at 6 Glebe Street. Mrs. Legge purchased homes in
need of restoration and rehabilitated them for her family, including 101 East Bay Street
and the Blake Tenement on Court House Square.
When she purchased the house at 22 Lamboll Street, Mrs. Legge described it as
“ugly, dark, and cut up.” St. Michael’s Church had decided to sell the home because the
house was in such a poor condition that the minister had refused to move in. Mrs. Legge
claimed that the house had a “hideous mantel” in the dining room. One night, she and
her husband Lionel were driving in town when Mrs. Legge spotted a beautiful mantel
through the window of a rental house on Meeting Street near George Street. They circled
the block and after a second look, she decided that she had to have it for her dining room.
The next day Mrs. Legge approached the owner, and after several days of pestering she
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was able to get the carved mantel by offering the owner a simple replacement mantel.
The Legge family resided at 22 Lamboll Street for two years after the restoration.
Sources:
Heyward, Hannah. “One woman’s efforts led to Row’s restoration,” The Charleston
News and Courier & The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (2 April
1988), 1-E, 2-E.
Legge, Dorothy Haskell Porcher. “Reminiscences of an Early Preservationist,”
Preservation Progress 10, No. 1 (January 1965), pp. 8-10.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 237.
W., L.M. “Crystal Chandelier, Rescued from Barrel in Haiti, Hangs in Slocum Home,
Once St. Michael’s Rectory,” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C.
(13 April 1936), 22.

22 Lamboll Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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Meeting Street to 22 Lamboll Street, Charleston South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 027
WOODWORK TO 108 MEETING STREET
The Gabriel Manigault house, which once stood at 279 Meeting Street, was
designed by Gabriel Manigault circa 1800 as his Charleston residence. An accomplished
architect, Manigault was responsible for the designs of the Charleston Orphan House
Chapel (now demolished), the Joseph Manigault House on Meeting Street, and other
buildings in Charleston. The Gabriel Manigault House was a large wooden Adamesque
building, with a side hall plan and a side piazza.
In 1929, the Gabriel Manigault House was demolished to make way for a filling
station. This was a common occurrence in Charleston, with filling stations appearing on
street corners throughout the city (See Chapter 4). Standard Oil Company was
responsible for the demolition of the house, but looked to better the company’s image by
using elements from the demolished historic structure in the construction of several new
Esso filling stations. The company commissioned Albert Simons, a noted Charleston
architect to design a series of identical filling stations, utilizing elements from the Gabriel
Manigault House. These stations included the one built on the Gabriel Manigault House
site at Meeting and George Streets, one at the northeast corner of Calhoun Street and
Rutledge Avenue (See Object 028), and one at Meeting and Chalmers Streets. The
station at 108 Meeting Street is the only one that remains today. Historic buildings were
demolished to make room for the construction of each station. In order to construct the
filling station at 108 Meeting Street, three historic homes were demolished (See Object
039).
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Simons designed the filling stations in the Colonial Revival Style, popular during
the period of construction. The design incorporated several elements of the Gabriel
Manigault House, including columns, pilasters, window surrounds, doors, door
architraves, balusters, and interior woodwork. After the buildings were constructed,
signs were set up with the inscription “In order to preserve the architectural traditions of
Charleston, the brickwork and woodwork of the demolished Gabriel Manigault House,
1800 AD, were used in this station.”
In 1985, the filling station at 108 Meeting Street was acquired by a partial gift to
the Historic Charleston Foundation. The station was converted for use as the Frances R.
Edmunds Center for Historic Preservation. The building holds exhibits relating to the
history and preservation of Charleston.

Sources:
“Our History.” Historic Charleston Foundation. Available at
http://www.historiccharleston.org/about/history.html (accessed 12 February
2009).
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 188.
Tyler, Norman. Historic Preservation. New York: W.W. Norton and Company (2000),
p. 16.
Weyeneth, Robert. Historic Preservation for a Living City. Columbia, S.C.: University
of South Carolina Press (2000), pp. 2.
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Gabriel Manigault House.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum, MK 13136A. In Mary Moore Jacoby and John W.
Meffert, Images of America: Charleston (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 1997), p. 114.

Left: Gas Station at 108 Meeting Street.
From the Collections of the Historic Charleston Foundation. In Robert R. Weyeneth, Historic Preservation
for a Living City (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 2000), p. 16.

Right: Frances R. Edmunds Center for Historic Preservation, Historic Charleston
Foundation.
From Collections of the Historic Charleston Foundation. In Robert R. Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for
a Living City (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 2000), p. 17.
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279 Meeting Street to 108 Meeting Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 035
IRON RAILING TO 135 MEETING STREET
Built circa 1845-1847, the Old Artillery Hall, also known as the German Artillery
Hall, once stood on the south side of Wentworth Street between Meeting and King
Streets. The large crenellated structure, designed by noted architect E.B. White, was
likely built from the proceeds of a lottery and was to be used for military purposes. The
military hall was used by the Fourth Brigade of the Second Division South Carolina
Militia, but was also used by others, including the Musical Art Club, who utilized the
building for presenting traveling artist concerts. A wrought iron fence surrounding the
building was made especially to fit the military purposes of the site, with motifs of battle
axes and spears. The fence was installed shortly after the construction of the Old
Artillery Hall. The maker of the fence remains unknown.
In 1930, the property was purchased by Kerrison’s department store for expansion
purposes and the Old Artillery Hall was dismantled. Several years later, Edwin H.
Poulnot, Jr., president of Kerrison’s, presented the iron fence of the Old Artillery Hall to
the city of Charleston. The fence was repaired in 1955 under the direction of Richard
Millar of Iron Gate, Inc., with ironworker R.D. Henry completing some of the work. The
fence was moved in 1955 to the front of the Gibbes Art Gallery at 135 Meeting Street.
The James S. Gibbes Memorial Art Gallery was constructed in 1905 in the Beaux
Arts Style. Funding for the gallery was provided through a bequest from the estate of
James S. Gibbes to the city. The building stands facing Meeting Street, with an engaged
portico. A dome covered in copper, surrounded by a bronze anthemion border sits on the
flat roof. The building stood for fifty years without the surrounding fence. Today, the
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fence moved from Old Artillery Hall to the Gibbes Museum is an important element of
the museum’s front façade.

Sources:
Bayless, Charles N. Charleston Ironwork. Orangeburg, S.C.: Sandlapper Publishing
Co., Inc. (1987), p. 147.
“Gibbes Art Gallery Gets Old Artillery Hall Iron Fence.” The Charleston News and
Courier, Charleston, S.C. (3 June 1955), 4-A.
Lane, Mills. Architecture of the Old South: South Carolina. Savannah, G.A.: Beehive
Press (1984), p. 215.
“Old Wrought Iron Fence To Go To Art Gallery.” The Charleston News and Courier,
Charleston, S.C. (30 April 1955).
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 401.
Whitelaw, Robert N.S, and Alice Levkoff. Charleston Come Hell or High Water.
Charleston, S.C: The R.L. Bryan Company (1976), p. 88.

German Artillery Hall, 1893.
In Robert N.S. Whitelaw and Alice Levkoff, Charleston Come Hell or High Water (Columbia, S.C.: The R.L.
Bryan Company, 1975), p. 88.
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Gibbes Art Gallery, c.1907.
Color Lithography, Louis Glaser Co., Leipzig, Germany. Hugh C. Leighton, 2633, Portland, M.E.,
importer. In Howard Woody and Thomas L. Johnson, South Carolina Postcards (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia
Publishing, 1997), 46.

Left: The Old Artillery Hall fence being repaired before installation at the Gibbes Art
Gallery. Richard Millar of the Iron Gate, Inc. (center) who repaired the fence is
conferring with R.D. Henry, ironworker, while Edwin H. Poulnot, Jr. (left) president of
Kerrison’s Department Store, looks on.
“Old Wrought Iron Fence To Go To Art Gallery,” The Charleston News and Courier (30 April 1955).

Center: 135 Meeting Street, iron railing moved from Old Artillery Hall.
Photograph by Charles N. Bayless. In Charles N. Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (Orangeburg, S.C.:
Sandlapper Publishing Co., Inc., 1986), 147.

Right: Fence at the Gibbes Art Gallery, 1955.
“Gibbes Art Gallery Gets Old Artillery Hall Iron Fence,” The Charleston News and Courier (3 June 1955),
4-A.
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Wentworth Street between King Street and Meeting Street to 135 Meeting Street (marked
with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 036
IRON BALCONY TO 101 EAST BAY STREET
The frame house which once stood at 7 Elizabeth Street, corner of Elizabeth and
Henrietta Streets, was constructed circa 1843. It is believed that the building was used
historically as tavern. A balcony attached to the building at its corner entry contained the
letters “C.P.” for Claus Prigge, owner of the structure between 1841 and 1896.
According to Colonel Alston Deas, the balcony was the only one in Charleston to be set
cornerwise to the street.
When Colonel Alston Deas wrote The Early Ironwork of Charleston (1941), he
recorded the balcony support brackets on 7 Elizabeth Street with a drawing by Richard J.
Bryan, but did not record the balcony. The caption of the drawing stated that the brackets
supported a balcony owned by the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings. It is
known that the Society purchased balconies removed from homes, in order to preserve
them within the city. The Society was responsible for loaning balconies to homeowners
in Charleston. It is unlikely that this is the case with the balcony at 7 Elizabeth Street, as
the “C.P.” written in iron confirms that the balcony is original to the structure. It is
possible that the balcony was purchased by the Society to ensure its preservation in case
the structure was demolished, as it was around 1945.
In 1945, Dorothy Porcher Legge purchased the structure at 99-101 East Bay
Street, known as the Colonel Othniel Beale House. Mrs. Legge had been involved in the
preservation and restoration of other structures including her home at 22 Lamboll Street
(See Object 024). One of the first individuals involved in the restoration of the row of
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East Bay Street, now known as “Rainbow Row,” Mrs. Legge inspired others to join in the
restoration of historic structures.
At the time of Mrs. Legge’s purchase of the East Bay structure, the Society for the
Preservation of Old Dwellings loaned her the balcony from 7 Elizabeth Street to be
installed on the home. It is unknown when the building on Elizabeth Street was
demolished, but it is likely that the balcony was removed around the time of demolition.
Most of the balconies loaned by the Society remain permanently with the houses on
which the borrowers installed them. To this day the balcony of 7 Elizabeth Street adorns
the front façade of 101 East Bay Street, a prominent building on Charleston’s “Rainbow
Row.”

Sources:
Bayless, Charles N. Charleston Ironwork. Orangeburg, S.C.: Sandlapper Publishing
Co., Inc. (1987), p. 78.
Deas, Alston. The Early Ironwork of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: Bostick and Thornley,
Publishers (1941), p. 76.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 105.
Thompson, Eve. “Profile History of the Preservation Society,” Preservation Progress
(1962), p. 7.

“Balcony support bracket at corner of Elizabeth and
Henrietta Streets, supporting a balcony owned by the
Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings.”
Drawing by Richard J. Bryan. In Alston Deas, The Early Ironwork of
Charleston (Columbia, S.C.: Bostick and Thornley Publishers, 1941),
p. 76.
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Left: 7 Elizabeth Street, looking southeast.
Right: 7 Elizabeth Street, looking south.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Historical Society.

Left: 101 East Bay Street, iron balcony, originally at 7 Elizabeth Street.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. In Charles N. Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (Orangeburg, S.C.:
Sandlapper Publishing Co., Inc., 1986), p. 78.

Right: 101 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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7 Elizabeth Street to 101 East Bay Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 037
IRON BALCONIES TO 23 AND 24 KING STREET
A double building, originally constructed for residential and commercial use, 5658 Broad has changed greatly in appearance since its circa 1800 construction. Original to
the structures were two identical wrought iron balconies. The two Broad Street buildings
are attributed to John Geddes, a Charleston attorney. Between the years of 1869 and
1874, 58 Broad Street was the National Freedman’s Savings Bank. Around 1890, the
buildings were remodeled and the balconies were removed. At that time the buildings
were changed to an appearance near to that of today.
The two removed balconies were installed circa 1890 at 23 and 24 King Street,
wood frame single houses on opposite sides of lower King Street. 23 King Street was
pictured in the 1895 “Atlanta Exposition and South Illustrated,” published by the Adler
Art Publishing Co. in Chicago. The building is described in this source as one of the
oldest wooden houses in Charleston. Construction was attributed to Thomas Lamboll,
circa 1750, but it is likely that the structure is of a later date. The installation of the
balcony at 23 King Street is attributed to Glenn E. Davis, the property’s owner in 1895,
who served as City Sherriff in the early twentieth century.
The building at 24 King Street is also wood frame, and is known as the John
Laurens North House. The building predates 1820, but was likely constructed after 23
King Street. The individual responsible for the installation of the other balcony of the
pair at 24 King Street is unknown. Both balconies remain on the structures and are
considered important elements of lower King Street.
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Sources:
Bayless, Charles N. Charleston Ironwork. Orangeburg, S.C.: Sandlapper Publishing
Co., Inc. (1987), p. 102.
Deas, Alston. The Early Ironwork of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: Bostick and Thornley,
Publishers (1941), pp. 80-81.
“Metamorphosis at 23 King St.” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C.
(22 April 1985), 2-B.
Poston, Jonathan. The Buildings of Charleston. Columbia, S.C.: University of South
Carolina Press (1997), p. 162 and p. 226.

Left: Glenn E. Davis, Charleston City Sheriff and owner of 23 King Street, 1904.
From Charleston Year Book 1904 (Charleston, S.C.: News and Courier Book Presses, 1904), p. 40.

Right: 23 King Street, 1895.
From “The Atlantic Exposition and South Illustrated” (Chicago: Adler Art Publishing Co., 1895).
“Metamorphosis at 23 King St.,” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston, S.C. (22 April 1985), 2-B.

23 King Street, balcony moved from 56-58 Broad
Street.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American
Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 425-1.
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56-58 Broad Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Left: 23 King Street, 2009.
Right: 24 King Street, 2009.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.
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56-58 Broad Street to 23 and 24 King Street (marked with dots), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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OBJECT 040
WOODWORK FROM 111 WENTWORTH STREET
The building which once stood at 111 Wentworth Street was a three-story wood
frame single house. Originally a private residence, the building was owned by the city
school system beginning in the mid-twentieth century. 111 Wentworth housed Nathans
Junior High School from 1940 until 1947 and was listed as “notable” in This is
Charleston, an inventory of the significant historic buildings in the city. In 1959, after
standing vacant for four years, the building was demolished to provide more play space
for the students of Memminger Elementary School. The demolition was carried out by
Herbert J. Butler, Co., taking approximately two weeks to complete.
At least one of the window pediments of the building at 111 Wentworth Street
was salvaged for use in new construction on North Adger’s Wharf. Waveland S.
Fitzsimmons, Jr., president of the construction firm Restoration, Inc., was responsible for
the construction of six compact row houses on the north side of North Adger’s Wharf in
1959. In the construction of the new buildings, elements of old Charleston buildings
were incorporated. These elements included bricks from a warehouse previously on the
North Adger’s Wharf site, pine floorboards from various houses, and a window pediment
from 111 Wentworth Street. The building now standing at 32 North Adger’s Wharf has a
pediment above its front door that appears to be the salvaged window pediment from
Wentworth Street. The pediment contains a center medallion, likely of cast iron. The
reuse of materials in the construction of new buildings at North Adger’s Wharf in 1959
represents growth in the practice of reusing historic architectural elements in new
construction.
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Sources:
“111 Wentworth Street Comes Down,” The Charleston News and Courier, Charleston,
S.C. (14 March 1959).
“Bricks and Pieces,” Preservation Progress 4, No. 4 (November 1959), p. 3.
“To Be Razed,” The Charleston Evening Post, Charleston, S.C. (19 February 1959), 1-B.

Left: 111 Wentworth Street, 1959.
Photograph: Jordan. “To Be Razed,” The Charleston News and Courier (19 February 1959), 1-B.

Right: 111 Wentworth Street under demolition, 1959.
“111 Wentworth Street Comes Down,” The Charleston Evening Post (14 March 1959).

Left: 32 North Adger’s Wharf, 2009.
Right: Pediment above front door of 32 North Adger’s Wharf, 2009. The pediment was
likely a window pediment taken from 111 Wentworth Avenue.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.
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111 Wentworth Street to North Adger’s Wharf (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 001

Object: Marble Floor Tile to 42 State Street

Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 135-136.
"State Street Restoration," The Charleston News and Courier (25 October
Reference B:
1957), 3-B.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown.

Type: Marble floor tile

Maker: Unknown.
Style: N/A
Detailing: N/A
Other:
Original Location
Year: Unknown

Address:-- George Street

History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other: From the front walk of the house.
Transfer
Year: c. 1957

By Whom: Robert N.S. Whitelaw

Reason: Salvaged for use in the restoration of his house.
Other:

Whitelaw and his wife were prominent preservationists in Charleston in the
mid-twentieth century (See Chapter 4).
Current Location

Year: 1816-1818 Address: 42 State Street (William Pritchard Dove House)
History: Built by William Pritchard Dove, sold to James Ross in 1836.
Description: Stuccoed brick with federal details and a hipped roof.
Other:

The Whitelaws restored the house in the 1950s. Their restoration
encouraged the rejuvenation of State Street.
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Object ID: 002
Object: Dentil Trim Cornice to 42 State Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 135-136.
"State Street Restoration," The Charleston News and Courier (25 October
Reference B:
1957), 3-B.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Wood cornice
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Federal.
Detailing: Dentil trim.
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address:-- St. Philip Street

Other:
Transfer
Year: c. 1957
By Whom: Robert N.S. Whitelaw
Reason: Salvaged for use in the restoration of his house.
Other:

Whitelaw and his wife were prominent preservationists in Charleston in the
mid-twentieth century (See Chapter 4).

Current Location
Year: 1816-1818 Address: 42 State Street (William Pritchard Dove House)
History: Built by William Pritchard Dove, sold to James Ross in 1836.
Description: Stuccoed brick with federal details and a hipped roof.
Other:

Used in both halls of the house. The Whitelaws restored the house in the
1950s. Their restoration encouraged the rejuvenation of State Street.
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Object: Radcliffe-King House Elements to the Dock Street
Theatre
City of Charleston, “In Commemoration and Rededication of the Dock
Street Theatre.” Pamphlet (1937). Charleston County Public Library.
Heyward, “Dock Street Theater,” Unidentified magazine clipping.
Charleston County Public Library Collection.
“N.Y. Times Tells Story of Dock St. Theater,” The Charleston News and
Courier (28 March 1939).
Description
c. 1806
Type: Various Elements
Unknown.
Neoclassical.
Extensive detail on all elements, including foliage, mythical scenes, etc.

Object ID: 003
Reference A:
Reference B:
Reference C:
Year:
Maker:
Style:
Detailing:
Other:

Woodwork, wainscoting, door and window trim, mahogany doors, plaster
ornaments, and plaster cornices.

Original Location
Year: c. 1806
Address: 24 George Street (Radcliffe-King House)
History: Thomas Radcliffe, Judge Mitchell King, then used as a boys’ high school.
Description: Stuccoed brick, three stories, projecting front with Venetian window.
Other: Demolished in 1938 for a new College of Charleston gym.
Transfer
Year: c. 1937
By Whom: Charleston City School Board
Reason: Salvaged and reused in renovation of the theater.
Other:
Current Location
Year: c. 1809
Address: 135 Church Street (Dock Street Theatre)
Theater on site in 1736 burned, Planter’s Hotel built around the ruins in
History:
1800, restored to theater in 1935.
Description: Brownstone columned entry with two tiered cast iron balcony
Building was restored in 1935 as a WPA project under Simons & Lapham
Other: and Douglas Ellington. Most of the elements were installed in the Green
Room and the drawing room of the theater.
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Images

Left: Radcliffe-King House.
Drawing: Alice R. Huger Smith. In Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of
Charleston, South Carolina (New York: Diadem Books, 1917), 143.

Right: Radcliffe-King House, date unknown.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum. In Mills Lane, Architecture of the Old South: South
Carolina (Savannah, G.A.: Beehive Press, 1997), 109.

Left: Radcliffe-King House.
In Arthur Mazyck and Gene Wadell, Charleston in 1883 (Easley, S.C.: Southern Historical Press, 1983),
Illustration 16.

Right: Doorway in the Radcliffe-King House.
In Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Diadem Books, 1917), 147.

166

OBJECT 003
Images

Left: Window in the Radcliffe-King House.
In Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Diadem Books, 1917), 145.

Left: Window from the Radcliffe-King House, moved to the Dock Street Theatre.
Photograph by Francis Benjamin Johnston. In Beatrice St. Julien Ravenel, Architects of Charleston
(Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1992), 9.

Left: Dock Street Theatre in its dilapidated state.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Society. In Stephanie Yuhl, A Golden Haze of Memory: The
Making of Historic Charleston (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, 2005), 189.

Right: Dock Street Theatre lobby with woodwork from the Radcliffe-King House.
In Samuel Chamberlain and Narcissa Chamberlain, Southern Interiors of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Hastings House Publishers, 1956), 136.
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Images

Left: Doorway to the reception room in the Dock Street Theatre, moved from the
Radcliffe-King House.
In Samuel Chamberlain and Narcissa Chamberlain, Southern Interiors of Charleston, South Carolina (New
York: Hastings House Publishers, 1956), 137.

Right: Adam style mantel removed from the Radcliffe-King House, installed in the Dock
Street Theatre.
Photograph: Francis Benjamin Johnston. In Beatrice St. Julien Ravenel, Architects of Charleston
(Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1992), 9.

Left: Dock Street Theatre, 1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 258-1.

Right: 24 George Street to 135 Church Street (marked with dot), Charleston, S.C.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 004
Object: Ironwork from Southern Railway Offices
Deas, "They Shall See Your Good Works," Preservation Progress (May
Reference A:
1962).
Reference B: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 146.
Reference C: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 389.
Description
Year: c. 1840
Type: Iron carriage gates and fence
Maker: Christopher Werner
Style:
Detailing: Geometric forms as well as scrollwork.
Other: Wrought iron carriage gate, one of two pairs, as well as a railing was moved.
Original Location
Year: 1811
Address: 456 King Street (William Aiken House)
History: House of William Aiken, later offices of Southern Railway.
Description: Stuccoed brink single house with a ballroom addition.
Other:

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Several architectural elements were removed from the building when it was
occupied by the Southern Railway Offices, including woodwork and mantels.
Transfer
1929
By Whom: Fairfax Harrison and the City of Charleston
Donated to the city.
Harrison, the railway president, intended to move the ironwork to Atlanta
with the proposed demolition of the Aiken House. Mayor Stoney
communicated with Harrison, who then agreed to donate it to the city. It was
then moved to its current location.
Current Location
N/A
Address: 135 Meeting Street
The Gibbes Museum of Art was opened to the public in 1905.
Garden walk between the Gibbes Museum and Charleston Library Society.

Other:
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Images

Left: 475 King Street without ironwork, 1969.
Photograph: Louis Schwartz, Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 54-1.

Right: Gate at 135 Meeting Street, c. 1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 268 A-5.

Left: Gates and fence at 135 Meeting Street, c.1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey. HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 268 A-1.

170

OBJECT 004
Map

475 King Street to 135 Meeting Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID:
Reference A:
Reference B:
Reference C:
Year:
Maker:
Style:
Detailing:

Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

005
Object: Staircase from 90 Warren Street
Hoffman, David. Personal Interview (20 February 2009).
Mark, Dr. Konrad. Note to the author (14 February 2009).
Mark, Dr. Konrad. Phone interview with the author (11 April 2009).
Description
c.1850
Type: Spiral Staircase
Unknown.
Greek Revival
Different than that of the Von Dollen House interior
Spiral staircase was located in a wing of the house, the same wing which
had an iron fence across the front of the lot. It is therefore believed that the
staircase was part of an earlier structure on the site, and the Von Dollen
House was built with the central staircase from the previous house enclosed
in the wing of the newer building.
Original Location
c. 1850s
Address: 90 Warren Street
Von Dollen House
Late Greek Revival, nearly identical in form to that of 86 Warren Street.
Building demolished in 1974, site currently used as a parking lot for Ashley
Hall. Fence was also removed from the site.
Transfer
1974
By Whom: Dr. Konrad Mark
Purchased from demolition company for $50 as building was demolished.
Dr. Mark disassembled the staircase and took it to the house of a fellow
medical student, 34 Smith Street, an Italianate mansion. It remained in the
attic of that house and was later moved to the Historic Charleston
Foundation warehouse. Dr. Mark purchased 86 Warren Street in 1978.
Current Location
Address: 575 Meeting Street (Historic Charleston Foundation
N/A
warehouse)
See Chapter 7.
Warehouse of historic building elements, to be used for research and in
restoration projects.

Other:
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Object ID: 006
Object: Charleston Room to Cincinnati Art Museum
“NSCDA in Ohio Museum Properties.” National Society of the Colonial
Reference A:
Dames of America. http://www.nscda.org/museums/ohio.htm
Reference B:
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Woodwork (Room)
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing:
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: -- Beaufain Street

Other: Demolished.
Transfer
Year: Unknown. By Whom: Duchess of Talleyrand (Anne Gould)
Reason: Purchased when the building was razed and donated to the museum.
Other:
Current Location
Year: 1886
Address: Cincinnati Art Museum, Cincinnati, Ohio
History: One of the oldest art museums west of the Alleghenies.
Description:
Known as the “Charleston Room,” the period room is furnished with
Other: historic furniture, porcelain, paintings, silver, and brass. The room is
maintained by the National Society of the Colonial Dames of America.
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Images

Left: Anna Gould, Duchess of Talleyrand, donor of the “Charleston Room” at the
Cincinnati Art Museum.
Photograph: New York Social Diary, www.newyorksocialdiary.com.

Right: Cincinnati Art Museum, 1907.
Photograph: Cincinnati Art Museum, www.cincinnatiartmuseum.org.
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Maps

Beaufain Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Charleston, South Carolina, to Cincinnati, Ohio.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 007
Object: Charleston Room to St. Louis Art Museum
Reference A: Rosen, A Short History of Charleston (1997), 152.
Reference B: City Art Museum of St. Louis, Record Card, Accession No. 106F 28:29
Bivins, "Sommers Carver," Journal of Early Southern Decorative Arts
Reference C:
(November 1986), p. 116.
Description
Year: c. 1770
Type: Woodwork (Room)
Maker: "Sommers Carver"
Style: Early Georgian, Rococo carving, Neoclassical characteristics
Detailing: Acanthus leaves, ribbons, cabling, arched garlands.
Other:

From the second floor parlor (drawing room). Paneling 1731, mantel 1760s,
according to the museum records.

Original Location
Year: c. 1770
Address: 61 Tradd Street (Jacob Motte, Jr. House)
History: Built by merchant William Harvey.
Description: Stuccoed brick, three-story single house.
Other:

House was restored by Susan Pringle Frost prior to the time when the
woodwork was removed.

Transfer
Year: 1929
By Whom: Through a local antique dealer
Reason: Sale by owner to an antique dealer for use in the museum ($5,000).
Other:

The sale of the woodwork was a disappointment to Susan Pringle Frost and
the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings.

Current Location
Year: c. 1904
Address: St. Louis Art Museum
History: Built as the Palace of Fine Arts for the 1904 World's Fair.
Description: Beaux Arts style building designed by Cass Gilbert.
Other:

The museum relocated to its current building in 1904 after the World's Fair.
Object accession number 28: 1929.
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Images

Left: 61 Tradd Street, second floor north parlor chimneypiece.
From the Collections of the St. Louis Art Museum. In Bivins, John, Jr., “Charleston Rococo Interiors,
1765-1775: The ‘Sommers’ Carver,” Journal of Early Southern Decorative Arts 12, no. 2 (November
1886), 116.

Right: 61 Tradd Street, c. 2007.
Photograph: The Preservation Society of Charleston.

Left: Charleston Room in the St. Louis Art Museum.
From the Collections of the St. Louis Art Museum, Object Media, Accession No. 28: 1929

Right: St. Louis Art Museum, date unknown.
Photograph: City of St. Louis, Community Information Network,
http://stlouis.missouri.org/neighborhoods/history/kingsbury/art15.htm.
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Maps

61 Tradd Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Charleston, South Carolina, to St. Louis, Missouri.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 008
Object: Charleston Room to Minneapolis Institute of Arts
Minneapolis Institute of Arts. Internet; available at
Reference A:
http://www.artsmia.org/viewer/detail.php?i=1&v=12&dept=4&op=1449.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 285-286.
Bivins, “Sommers Carver,” Journal of Early Southern Decorative Arts
Reference C:
(November 1986), 68-74.
Description
Year: c. 1772
Type: Woodwork (Room)
Maker: “Sommers Carver” (Thomas Woodin or John Lord).
Style: Rococo carving.
Detailing: Scrolled side brackets, flowers and leaves, Ionic pilasters, rosettes.
Other:

Originally a large drawing room from the second floor and a first floor
sitting room. Paneling is of cypress.

Original Location
Year: c. 1772
Address: 106 Tradd Street (Colonel John Stuart House)
Built by John Stuart, Superintendent of Indian Affairs for the Southern
History:
colonies.
Description: Side-passage plan, pedimented window surrounds, carved door surround.
Other:

John Stuart, who built the house, was Commissioner of Indian Affairs for
the British government.

Transfer
Year: 1920s
By Whom: James Ford Bell and Louise H. Bell
Reason: Purchased (likely through an antique dealer) and donated to the museum.
106 Tradd Street was restored by architectural historian John Mead Howells
Other: in 1934, who bought the property as a winter house and reproduced the
original woodwork of the rooms removed from the house.
Current Location
Year: 1915
Address: Minneapolis Institute of Arts
History: Designed by McKim, Mead, and White, and has since been expanded.
Description: Neoclassical original structure with more modern additions.
Other: Object accession number 27.78.
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Images

Left: Minneapolis Institute of Arts, c. 1920.
From the collections of the Minneapolis Institute of Arts, www.artsmia.org.

Right: Charleston Room in the Minneapolis Institute of Arts, c. 2000.
From the collections of the Minneapolis Institute of Arts, www.artsmia.org.

Left: 106 Tradd Street, c. 1986.
In Bivins, John, Jr., “Charleston Rococo Interiors, 1765-1775: The ‘Sommers’ Carver,” Journal of Early
Southern Decorative Arts 12, no. 2 (November 1886), 65.

Right: 106 Tradd Street, second floor parlor chimneypiece, a displayed at the
Minneapolis Institute of Arts.
In Bivins, John, Jr., “Charleston Rococo Interiors, 1765-1775: The ‘Sommers’ Carver,” Journal of Early
Southern Decorative Arts 12, no. 2 (November 1886), 69.
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Maps

106 Tradd Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Charleston, South Carolina, to Minneapolis, Minnesota.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 009
Object: Charleston Room to Winterthur
Reference A: Simons, “William Burrows House…” Winterthur Portfolio (1967), 172-203.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 165-166.
Reference C:
Description
Year: 1772-1774 Type: Woodwork (Room)
Maker: Likely Ezra Waite or Kinsey Burden.
Style: Early Georgian.
Detailing: Cornice- egg and dart, dentil, and leaf moldings, scrolling foliage.
Other: Includes doors, mantel, windows, and paneling.
Original Location
Address: 71 Broad Street (Mansion House, William Burrows
Year: 1772-1774
House)
William Burrows residence, Jones Hotel operated by a free African
History:
American named Jehu Jones, rental property, and then boarding house.
Large frame house, three bays with second floor projecting Venetian
Description:
window.
Other:

Originally was the drawing room. Building was deconstructed in 1928 to be
moved, but instead was sold in pieces.
Transfer

Year: 1957
By Whom:
Reason: Sold after house was dismantled.
Other:

House was dismantled in 1928. The room was moved to Winterthur in 1957
and installed in 1959.

Current Location
Year: 1837
Address: Winterthur Museum, Delaware
History: Du Pont family residence, later made into a museum
In the style of an eighteenth or nineteenth century European country house
Description:
with several additions.
Museum founded in 1951 by Henry Francis du Pont as a place to share his
Other: collection of American decorative arts with the public. The Museum
contains 175 period room displays.
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Images

Left: William Burrows House drawing room, prior to deconstruction of the building.
Melcher Photograph, from the collections of Albert Simons. In John Mead Howells, Lost Examples of
Colonial Architecture (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1963), Plate 209.

Right: William Burrows House, wall of a second story room as shown at the Winterthur
Museum.
In Mills Lane, Architecture of the Old South: South Carolina (Savannah, G.A.: Beehive Press, 1997), 69.

Left: William Burrows House, c. 1928. It appears that the house is being dismantled.
In South Carolina Historical Society, Charleston: Alone among the Cities (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia
Publishing, 2000), 55.

Right: William Burrows House, elevation and plan.
In Mills Lane, Architecture of the Old South: South Carolina (Savannah, G.A.: Beehive Press, 1997), 68.
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Maps

71 Broad Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Charleston, South Carolina, to Winterthur, Delaware.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 010
Object: Woodwork to 98 Broad Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 174.
Stockton, “Rear of 98 Broad May be Original” The Charleston News and
Reference B:
Courier (5 June 1978), 1-B.
“98 Broad Street” Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10Reference C:
CHAR, 345.
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Woodwork
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Adamesque.
Detailing: Dentil moldings, paneled wainscoting.
Other: Mantelpieces, wainscoting, door surrounds, moldings.
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: Belvidere Plantation on the Cooper River
History: Built by Thomas Shubrick, later owned by the Charleston Country Club.
Description: Plantation style with raised basement, front portico, two flanker structures.
Other: Demolished by Standard Oil Company in 1925.

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Transfer
1930s
By Whom: Dr. William Horlbeck Frampton
Salvaged from the plantation before demolition.
Dr. Frampton was the physician for Standard Oil. When the company
purchased the land for a plant and refinery, Dr. Frampton salvaged
Belvidere’s woodwork, installing it at his office (98 Broad) and residence
(40 Rutledge- See Object 014).
Current Location
c. 1735
Address: 98 Broad Street
Doctor’s office for over a century, Dr. Henry Frost, Dr. Samuel Wilson.
Greek Revival

Other:
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Object ID: 011
Object: Front Door to 98 Broad Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 174.
Stockton, “Rear of 98 Broad May be Original” The Charleston News and
Reference B:
Courier (5 June 1978), 1-B
“98 Broad Street” Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10Reference C:
CHAR, 345.
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Door, Surround, Fanlight
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Semicircular fanlight, fluted pilasters.
Detailing: Fluted pilasters, semi-circular fanlight.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: Belvidere Plantation on the Cooper River
History: Built by Thomas Shubrick, later owned by the Charleston Country Club.
Description: Plantation style with raised basement, front portico, two flanker structures.
Other: Demolished by Standard Oil Company in 1925.

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Transfer
1930s
By Whom: Dr. William Horlbeck Frampton
Salvaged from the plantation before demolition.
Dr. Frampton was the physician for Standard Oil. When the company
purchased the land for a plant and refinery, Dr. Frampton salvaged
Belvidere’s woodwork, installing it at his office (98 Broad) and residence (40
Rutledge- See Object 014).
Current Location
c. 1735
Address: 98 Broad Street
Doctor’s office for over a century, Dr. Henry Frost, Dr. Samuel Wilson.
Greek Revival.

Other:
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Object ID: 012
Object: Iron Balcony to 8 St. Michael’s Alley
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 193-194.
Leland, “Picturesque Alley Makes Comeback” The Charleston News and
Reference B:
Courier (2 March 1957), 8-B.
Stockton, “Petigru’s Office was ‘Envy of City,’” The Charleston News and
Reference C:
Courier (5 October 1981), 1-B.
Description
Year: 19th Cen.
Type: Iron Balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Cast iron panels with several scrolls and leaf elements, anthemion at center.
Other: Cast and wrought iron elements.

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: Unknown.

Other:
Transfer
Year: c. 1913
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Salvage for use in her restoration project.
Other: Installed when Susan Pringle Frost restored the house.
Current Location
Year: 1848-1849 Address: 8 St. Michael’s Alley (Petigru’s Law Office)
History: Law office of James Louis Petigru.
Georgian style with Neoclassical characteristics, four-bay façade, slightly
Description:
projecting central pediment.
Other:

Building designed by architect Edward B. White. Balcony is incorrectly
assumed original to 8 St. Michael’s Alley in Bayless, Charleston Ironwork.

187

Survey of Moved Architectural Elements
Object ID: 013
Object: Mantels to 39 Church Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 216.
Leland, “39 Church Street Included in Historical Society Tour,” The
Reference B:
Charleston News and Courier (22 February 1960).
Reference C: Leland, 60 Famous Houses (1968).
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Mantels
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Adamesque.
Detailing: Slender pilaster sides, Greek muse figures, gothic arches.
Other: Central panel of second floor parlor mantel depicts a fox hunt scene.
Original Location
Year: c. 1788
Address: -- East Bay Street (Nathaniel Heyward House)
Built by Nathaniel Heyward, a successful rice planter with several
History:
plantations.
Description: Large house with two-story portico
Other:

One of several large houses which once stood on that section of East Bay
Street near Society Street.

Transfer
Year: c. 1920
By Whom: Mary O. Marshall
Reason: Salvage from family residence prior to demolition.
Other:

The Heyward House was Mrs. Marshall’s birthplace. She salvaged the
mantels when the house was undergoing renovations.

Current Location
Year: 1743
Address: 39 Church Street (George Eveleigh House)
History: Vanderhorst Creek stretched across the lot when the house was built.
Description: Asymmetrical floor plan, piazzas added by 1795.
Other:

Owned by the Marshall family since 1875. Mantels were installed in second
floor drawing room and first floor parlor.
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Object ID: 014
Object: Woodwork to 40 Rutledge Avenue
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 549-550.
Reference B: Heyward, The Charleston News and Courier (4 June 1968), 2-E.
Stockton, “Home at 40 Rutledge Ave. Dates to Turn of Century” The
Reference C:
Charleston News and Courier (15 December 1980), 1-B.
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Woodwork
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing:
Other: Cornices, mantels, wainscoting, door and window surrounds.
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: Belvidere Plantation on the Cooper River
History: Built by Thomas Shubrick, later owned by the Charleston Country Club.
Description: Plantation style with raised basement, front portico, two flanker structures.
Other: Demolished by Standard Oil Company in 1925.

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Transfer
c. 1925
By Whom: Dr. William Horlbeck Frampton
Salvaged from the plantation before demolition.
Dr. Frampton was the physician for Standard Oil. When the company
purchased the land for a plant and refinery, Dr. Frampton salvaged
Belvidere’s woodwork, installing it at his office (98 Broad- See Objects 010
and 011) and residence (40 Rutledge).
Current Location
1900
Address: 40 Rutledge Avenue
Designed by Albert W. Todd, architect, as his residence.
Colonial Revival style, Neoclassical portico and piazzas, Ionic columns.

Other: Renovated in 1986 as a bed-and-breakfast called Belvedere.
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Object ID: 015
Object: Woodwork to 58 George Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 440.
Stockton, “Mansion’s 1910 Demolition was Great Loss,” The Charleston
Reference B:
News and Courier (14 November 1977), 1-B.
Thomas, “George Street Restoration Project Completed,” The Charleston
Reference C:
News and Courier (6 September 1971), 13-A.
Description
Year: 1830s
Type: Woodwork
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Regency with Adamesque characteristics.
Detailing: Unusual zig-zag designs and barb-shaped gouge work.
Wood paneling, door and window architraves, full hallway arch. Much of
Other: the woodwork was too large and was cut and altered to fit its new location
when moved.
Original Location
Year: 1830s
Address: 26 George Street (John Walker House)
History: Large residential structure, on the lot of the Radcliffe-King House.
Description: Two-storied columned piazza across front and around sides.
Building was demolished after sale to the Young Men’s Christian
Other: Association in 1910, and a YMCA building was constructed. The YMCA
was demolished in the 1970s for a new College of Charleston gym.
Transfer
Year: 1911
By Whom: George H. and Anna W.C. Mehrtens
Reason: Salvaged when building was demolished.
The Mehrtens are most likely responsible for the installation of the
Other: woodwork, as they were the owners of 58 George Street at the time of the
demolition of 26 George Street.
Current Location
Year: 1803
Address: 58 George Street (Barnard Elliot House)
Residential until 1952, when basement was converted to store and upper
History:
stories converted to apartments.
Description: Georgian, central hall double house, piazzas have been removed.
Other:

Restored by the College of Charleston the 1970s. Now the John Rivers
Communication Museum.
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Object ID: 016
Object: Iron Balcony to 54 Tradd Street
Frost, “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” The Charleston
Reference A:
News and Courier (24 February 1941).
Reference B: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 195.
Reference C: Deas, Early Ironwork of Charleston (1941), 60-61.
Description
PreYear:
Type: Iron Balcony
Revolutionary
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Scrolled balusters, beaded at center, resembling the Spanish spindle
Detailing:
decoration of the eighteenth century.
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other:

Original Location
Address: -- State Street

Susan Pringle Frost was not told the exact address or why the balcony was
removed when she purchased it.

Transfer
Year: c. 1917
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Salvaged and purchased by Frost.
Other: Removed from a house on State Street and sold to Susan Pringle Frost.
Current Location
Year: 1740
Address: 54 Tradd Street
History: Built by William Vanderhorst, one of the earliest single houses in the city.
Description: Stuccoed brick single house with original front street entrance.
Other:

At one time the house was occupied by Thomas W. Bacot, Charleston
postmaster. It is believed that the front room once held the city post office.
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Section of balcony with support bracket, 54 Tradd Street, from a building on State Street.
Drawing by Richard J. Bryan. In Alston Deas, The Early Ironwork of Charleston (Columbia, S.C.: Bostick
and Thornley Publishers, 1941), 61.

Left: 54 Tradd Street, circa 1900.
From the Collections of the Gibbes Museum of Art/Carolina Art Association. In Sidney R. Bland,
Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future: The Life and Times of Susan Pringle Frost (Columbia,
S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), 29.

Right: 54 Tradd Street, 1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless, Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC 10-CHAR, 551-1.
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State Street to 54 Tradd Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 017
Object: Fireplace to 27 King Street
Frost, “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” The Charleston
Reference A:
News and Courier (24 February 1941).
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 471 and 228-229.
Clayton, “Smith Still Working Hard at Age 85,” The Charleston News and
Reference C:
Courier (9 July 1985), 2.
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Fireplace
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Unknown.
Detailing: Unknown.
Susan Pringle Frost referred to the piece as a fireplace. It is unknown what
Other: was meant by this word, which could refer to a mantelpiece, surround, or
other decorative element.
Original Location
th
Year: Mid 19 Cen. Address: 1 Wall Street (54 Laurens Street)
History: Unknown.
Description: Wooden building with side-passage plan, later barrel vaulted entry.
Other: Occupied by Colonel James Armstrong when the mantel was removed.
Transfer
Year: Unknown By Whom: Colonel Armstrong, Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Gift from Colonel Armstrong to Susan Pringle Frost upon her request.
Julius E. Smith, a local plumber, alerted Susan Pringle Frost of the fireplace
that had been removed from a house this house on Laurens Street. She
Other:
called and asked the owner, Colonel Armstrong, if she could buy it, but he
gave it to her instead. Frost installed it in her house at 27 King Street.
Current Location
Year: c. 1769
Address: 27 King Street (Miles Brewton House)
Constructed by Miles Brewton, home of Susan Pringle Frost and sisters in
History:
the early twentieth century.
Description: Georgian double-pile house with front two-tiered portico.
According to Frost the fireplace was installed in one of the drawing rooms
of the house. It is unlikely that any of the mantels in the Miles Brewton
Other: house are unoriginal. It is therefore believed that Frost meant something
different with the word “fireplace,” or the piece was installed in another
room of the house.
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Object ID: 018
Object: Iron Balcony to 1 Tradd Street
Frost, “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” The Charleston
Reference A:
News and Courier (24 February 1941).
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1998), 137.
“Building Dating from Early 19th Century…” The Charleston News and
Reference C:
Courier (30 March 1942), 10.
Description
Year: Unknown Type: Iron balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Federal.
Detailing: Scrolled balusters, central rosette.
Other: Wrought iron balcony with wrought support brackets.
Original Location
Year: Unknown. Address:-- State Street
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other:

Year:
Reason:

Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Frost was told that the balcony was removed from a house on State Street,
but was not told the exact address or why it was removed.
Transfer
c. 1927
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost to Mrs. Punnett.
Purchased salvaged balcony, sold to daughter of 1 Tradd owner for
installation on the house.
Frost purchased the salvaged balcony for $50 and stored in the yard at 27
King Street for use in one of her restorations. Sold to the daughter of Mrs.
Punnett, owner of 1 Tradd, who gave the balcony to Mrs. Punnett as a gift.
Frost regretted the sale, but agreed knowing that the balcony would occupy
a prominent place in Charleston.
Current Location
c. 1800
Address: 1 Tradd Street
Thomas Barksdale house, originally dual use as commercial and residential.
Stuccoed brick single house.
Building restored in 1927 by Mrs. T.W. Punnett. A 1942 News and Courier
article states, “Mrs. Punnett was on the balcony one day, when she was
recognized and given a deep bow by her cousin who was driving by,
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.”
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Object ID: 019
Object: Iron Balcony to 83 East Bay Street
Frost, “Miss Frost Tells History of Her Restoration Work,” The Charleston
Reference A:
News and Courier (24 February 1941).
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 100-101.
Stockton, “Stone House Dates to 1700s,” The Charleston News and Courier
Reference C:
(2 April 1979).
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Neoclassical.
Detailing: Scrolled balusters and rosettes at each baluster center.
Other: Wrought iron balcony with wrought scrolled balcony supports.

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other:

Original Location
Address: -- State Street

Frost was told that the balcony was removed from a house on State Street,
but was not told the exact address or why it was removed.

Transfer
Year: c. 1941
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Salvaged and purchased by Frost, installed as part of restoration.
Frost purchased this balcony, along with the one now at 1 Tradd Street for
Other: $50 each after they had been removed from houses on State Street. This
balcony was installed as part of Frost’s restoration of 83 East Bay Street.
Current Location
Year: c. 1784
Address:83 East Bay Street (William Stone House)
History: Originally built with commercial and residential space.
Description: Four-and-a-half story stuccoed brick with a hipped roof.
Other:

Frost also added a Colonial Revival style doorway to the front façade of the
building after she removed the nineteenth-century storefront.
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Object ID: 020
Object: Iron Balcony to 6 Tradd Street
Reference A: “6 Tradd Street,” The Charleston News and Courier (27 April 1936), 4.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 138.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing:
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: Unknown.

Other:
Transfer
Year: c. 1920
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Salvaged and installed as part of a restoration.
Other: Frost restored the house prior to 1920.
Current Location
Year: c. 1788
Address: 6 Tradd Street
Built by merchant John Fabre Jr., later served as a store, then church and
History:
school for African American children.
Description: Three story stuccoed brick.
Other:
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Left: 6 Tradd Street, 2009.
Right: 6 Tradd Street balcony, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

6 Tradd Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 021
Object: Iron Balcony to 97 East Bay Street
Stockton, “97 East Bay St. Built Around 1741,” The Charleston News and
Reference A:
Courier (7 May 1979), 1-B.
Reference B:
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing:
Other: Semi-oval balcony of wrought iron.

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: Unknown.

Other:
Transfer
Year: Unknown. By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost or Dorothy Porcher Legge
Reason: Salvaged and installed as part of a restoration.
Susan Pringle Frost owned the house between 1920 and 1936, but Dorothy
Other: Legge was responsible for its restoration circa 1936. During restoration the
storefront entrance was removed and a new fanlighted entrance was added.
Current Location
Year: c. 1741
Address: 97 East Bay Street
One of several buildings on East Bay Street constructed by Othniel Beale,
History:
engineer of the city’s colonial fortifications.
Description: Three story stuccoed brick.
Other:

Balcony was installed on the second story where a balcony is thought to
have been before.
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Left: Rainbow Row, looking south, early twentieth century. 97 East Bay Street is
positioned to the right of the house with the arched façade top.
Photograph: Albert Simons. In South Carolina Historical Society, Charleston: Alone among the Cities
(Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 2000), 36.

Right: 97 East Bay Street, 1979.
Photograph: Tom Spain. Robert P. Stockton, “97 East Bay St. Built Around 1741,” The Charleston News
and Courier (7 May 1971), 1-B.

Left: 97 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Right: 97 East Bay Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 022
Object: Various elements to 91 East Bay Street
Stockton, “91 East Bay Has Long History,” The Charleston News and
Reference A:
Courier (23 April 1979), 1-B.
Reference B:
Reference C:
Description
Year: Varies.
Type: Variety of Materials
Maker: Varies.
Style: Varies.
Detailing: Varies.
Other:

Year: Varies.
History: Varies.
Description: Varies.

Original Location
Address: Varies.

Other: Materials were collected by the McGowans from a variety of old houses.

Year:
Reason:

Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Transfer
c. 1941
By Whom: John McGowan
Salvaged materials installed as part of a renovation.
The building at 91 East Bay had been gutted several years before the
McGowans acquired the building, as it had been used as a warehouse.
Materials from a variety of old houses were installed throughout the house.
These materials had been collected by the McGowans between 1938 and
1950.
Current Location
c. 1788
Address: 91 East Bay Street
Originally commercial and residential.
Greek Revival, four bay with two large and one small arch opening on the
ground floor.
Building was purchased by Susan Pringle Frost in 1920, with the intent of
restoration, but was sold in 1941 to John McGowan.
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Left: “Rainbow Row,” 91 East Bay Street at far left, 1952.
Charleston’s Historic Houses, Historic Charleston Foundation (1952), 30.

Right: 91 East Bay Street, interior, 1952.
Charleston’s Historic Houses, Historic Charleston Foundation (1952), 30.

91 East Bay Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 023
Object: Entryway to 37 State Street
Reference A: David Hoffman, personal interview (20 February 2009).
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 133.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Entryway
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Greek Revival, Italianate.
Detailing: Fluted columns, central swag motif, four paneled Italianate style door.
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: ---Rutledge Avenue

Other: Possibly 173 Rutledge Avenue.

Year: Unknown.
Reason: Unknown.

Transfer
By Whom: Unknown.

Other:
Current Location
Year: c. 1850
Address: 37 State Street
History: Owned in 1850s by Michael McMorty, “lamplighter.”
Description: Three story brick structure, identical construction to that of 35 State Street.
Other:
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Left: 37 State Street, 2009
Right: 37 State Street, entryway, 2009.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.

Rutledge Avenue to 37 State Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 024
Object: Mantel to 22 Lamboll Street
Legge, “Reminiscences of an Early Preservationist,” Preservation Progress
Reference A:
10, No. 1 (January 1965), 8-10.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 237.
Heyward, “One woman’s efforts led to Row’s restoration,” The Charleston
Reference C:
News and Courier & The Evening Post (2 April 1988), 1-E.
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Mantel
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Carved.
Other:
Original Location
Year: Unknown. Address: -- Meeting Street
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other:

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Described by Mrs. Legge as a rental house on Meeting Street near George
Street.
Transfer
c. 1927
By Whom: Dorothy Porcher Legge
Purchased by Mrs. Legge and installed in her house as part of a restoration.
Mrs. Legge saw the mantel through a window and approached the owner the
next day, offering to purchase the mantel and replace with a simple mantel.
The owner agreed and Mrs. Legge installed the carved mantel in her own
house.
Current Location
1820
Address: 22 Lamboll Street
Rectory for St. Michael’s Church between 1895 and 1927.
Federal style wooden structure with triple tiered piazzas added in 1850.

Building was restored by Mrs. Legge in 1927 as her own residence. Mrs.
Other: Legge added the mantel to the dining room, replacing one she called
“hideous.”
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Object ID: 025
Object: Woodwork to 70 Murray Boulevard
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 315.
“70 Murray Boulevard History,” Memo from Sally Hughes, owner 1978Reference B:
2009, to Jonathan Poston (2009).
Bradham, Jeremy. Master’s Thesis “The Documentation of Lawson’s
Reference C:
Pond…,” Clemson University/College of Charleston (2009).
Description
Year: c. 1830
Type: Mantels, front door, surround, and fanlight.
Maker: Thought to have been carved by Thomas Pinckney.
Style: Regency, Republican.
Detailing: Gouge work with sunbursts, rope molding, wood without paint.
Other: Mantels in front room and west rear room.

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.
Other:

Original Location
Address: Unknown.

Likely from a plantation near Pinopolis that was flooded by the SanteeCooper Project, Lake Moultrie.

Transfer
Year: Unknown. By Whom: Dr. Jules Deas
Reason: Salvaged from plantation before it was covered by the Lake Moultrie.
Other:
Current Location
Year: 1914
Address: 70 Murray Boulevard
History: Built by Dr. Archibald E. Baker, founder of Baker Sanatorium.
Description: Two story brick building with front double tiered piazza.
Other:
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Left: 70 Murray Boulevard, mantel in front room, west side, 2009.
Right: 70 Murray Boulevard, mantel in front room, west side, detail, 2009.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.

Left: 70 Murray Boulevard, mantel in back room, west side, 2009.
Right: 70 Murray Boulevard, front door, 2009.
Photographs: Laura Burghardt.
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70 Murray Boulevard, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 026
Object: Balcony to 87 East Bay Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 77.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 102.
Stockton, “87 East Bay Built On Site of Tenement,” The Charleston News
Reference C:
and Courier (27 September 1982), 1-B.
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron Balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Center urn motif and balusters with “U” shaped curved ends at middle.
Other:

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Unknown.

Original Location
Address: -- State Street

Other:
Transfer
Year: c. 1930
By Whom: Susan Pringle Frost
Reason: Salvaged and used as part of a restoration.
Frost intended to use the balcony now on 1 Tradd Street for this house, but
Other: instead sold it to Mrs. Punnett’s daughter for use on the Tradd Street house
(See Object 018).
Current Location
Year: c. 1792
Address: 87 East Bay Street
History: Built by merchant and planter James Gordon
Description: Federal style stuccoed brick, three bays with hipped roof.
Other:

Susan Pringle Frost saw the original balcony from this house being “carted
off.” It is now at 68 South Battery (See Object 035).
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Left: Balcony at 87 East Bay Street, c. 1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. In Charles N. Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (Orangeburg, S.C.:
Sandlapper Publishing Co., Inc., 1986), 77.

Right: Balcony at 87 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Left: Rainbow Row on East Bay Street in the early twentieth century. 87 East Bay Street
at center.
From the Collections of the Gibbes Museum of Art/Carolina Art Association. In Sidney R. Bland,
Preserving Charleston’s Past, Shaping Its Future: The Life and Times of Susan Pringle Frost (Columbia,
S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), 30.

Right: 87 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.
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State Street to 87 East Bay Street, Charleston South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 027
Object: Woodwork to 108 Meeting Street
Reference A: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 188.
Reference B: Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for a Living City (2000), 2.
Historic Charleston Foundation, “Our History,” Internet; available at
Reference C:
www.historiccharleston.org/about/history.html.
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Woodwork
Maker: Gabriel Manigault, architect.
Style: Adamesque.
Detailing: Ionic columns.
Columns, pilasters, window surrounds, doors, door architraves, balusters,
Other:
interior woodwork.
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: 279 Meeting Street (Gabriel Manigault House)
History: Constructed by architect Gabriel Manigault as his city residence.
Description: Large wooden building with a side hall plan and side piazza.
Building was demolished by Standard Oil in 1929 to make way for a filling
Other:
station.
Transfer
Year: 1929
By Whom: Standard Oil, Albert Simons
Salvaged from demolition and incorporated in design of a series of filling
Reason:
stations.
Standard Oil demolished the Gabriel Manigault House, but decided to use
its architectural elements in a series of filling stations designed by Albert
Other: Simons. These existed at 108 Meeting Street, 279 Meeting Street (former
Gabriel Manigault House site) and the northeast corner of Calhoun Street
and Rutledge Avenue.
Current Location
Year: 1929
Address: 108 Meeting Street
History: Constructed by Albert Simons as an Esso filling station.
Description: Colonial revival style with historic elements.
3 historic houses were demolished to make way for the filling station at this
site (see Object 029). In 1985 the station was acquired by Historic
Other: Charleston Foundation as a partial gift. The building was converted for use
as the Frances R. Edmunds Center for Historic Preservation. This is the
only filling station of the series that stands today.
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Object ID:
Reference A:
Reference B:
Reference C:
Year:
Maker:
Style:
Detailing:
Other:

028
Object: Woodwork to 130 Rutledge Avenue
Jacoby and Meffert, Images of America: Charleston (1997), 114.
Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 188.
Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for a Living City (2000), 2.
Description
c. 1800
Type: Woodwork
Gabriel Manigault, architect.
Adamesque.
Ionic columns.
Columns, pilasters, window surrounds, doors, door architraves, balusters,
interior woodwork.

Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: 279 Meeting Street (Gabriel Manigault House)
History: Constructed by architect Gabriel Manigault as his city residence.
Description: Large wooden building with a side hall plan and side piazza.
Other:

Year:
Reason:

Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Building was demolished by Standard Oil in 1929 to make way for a filling
station.
Transfer
1929
By Whom: Standard Oil, Albert Simons
Salvaged from demolition and incorporated in design of a series of filling
stations.
Standard Oil demolished the Gabriel Manigault House, but decided to use
its architectural elements in a series of filling stations designed by Albert
Simons. These existed at 108 Meeting Street, 279 Meeting Street (former
Gabriel Manigault House site) and the northeast corner of Calhoun Street
and Rutledge Avenue.
Current Location
Address: 130 Rutledge Avenue (Northeast corner of Rutledge
1929
Avenue and Calhoun Street)
Constructed by Albert Simons as an Esso filling station.
Colonial revival style with historic elements.
Building has been demolished. Only building of the series remains at 108
Meeting Street (See Object 027). This site remains in use as a gas station.
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Gabriel Manigault House.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum, MK 13136A. In Mary Moore Jacoby and John W.
Meffert, Images of America: Charleston (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 1997), 114.

Filling station at the northeast corner of Calhoun Street and Rutledge Avenue. Note
window pediments and columns moved from the Gabriel Manigault House.
From the Collections of the Charleston Museum, MK 3127. In Mary Moore Jacoby and John W. Meffert,
Images of America: Charleston (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 1997), 114.
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279 Meeting Street to 130 Rutledge Avenue (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 029
Object: Iron Storefront to 219-221 Meeting Street
Shealy, “Old cast-iron decorations get new home,” The Charleston News
Reference A:
and Courier (28 June 1986), 2-B.
Reference B:
Reference C:
Description
Year: c. 1838
Type: Cast Iron Brackets
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Greek Revival.
Detailing: Leaf shaped brackets.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1838
Address: 244-246 King Street
Commercial buildings, Popular Finance Co. and Annette Sandburg Antiques
History:
were the last tenants.
Elaborate decoration with acanthus leaves, scrolls, foliated tracery and
Description:
plumes.
Building demolished in 1981 for the construction of Charleston Place.
Other: Original plans intended for the facades to be incorporated into Charleston
Place, but buildings were instead demolished.
Transfer
Year: 1981-1986 By Whom: City of Charleston
Reason: Salvaged from demolished buildings and installed as reuse of material.
During the process of deconstructing buildings for the construction of
Other: Charleston Place, the city made sure to salvage usable building materials,
including these cast iron elements.
Current Location
Year: c. 1840
Address: 219-221 Meeting Street
History: Commercial building.
Description: Stucco on brick, more modern wood and glass façade.
Other: Interiors have been extensively altered.
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Left: 244-246 King Street, 1977.
Photograph: J. Henry Chambers. Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 300-1.

Right: 219-221 Meeting Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

244-246 King Street to 219-221 Meeting Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 030
Object: Iron Balcony to 80 Broad Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 28.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 166-167 and 363.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Cast iron balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Victorian.
Detailing: Intricate designs with scrolls, rosettes, foliage.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c.1838
Address: 227 King Street (Academy of Music)
History: Converted to a theater in 1869, demolished c. 1936.
Description:
Purchased by the Pastime Amusement Company in 1920, who dealt in
motion picture theaters. Plans to demolish the building and construct a
Other:
modern theater were announced in 1936. The Riviera Theater which now
stands on the site was opened in 1939.
Transfer
Year: c. 1936
By Whom: Unknown.
Reason: Salvaged from demolished Academy of Music.
Other:
Current Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: 80 Broad Street (Charleston City Hall)
First state bank, then city hall. Design credited to Gabriel Manigault, but
History:
has undergone several alterations and renovations.
Adamesque marble detailing, quoining, engaged columns of the three
Description:
orders.
Other:

Installed in second floor Council Chambers when the Academy of Music
was demolished.
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Left: The Academy of Music.
In Arthur Mazyck and Gene Wadell, Charleston in 1883 (Easley, S.C.: Southern Historical Press, 1983),
Illustration 47.

Right: 227 King Street to 80 Broad Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).

Left: 80 Broad Street, balcony railing in second floor Council Chambers.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. In Charles N. Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (Orangeburg, S.C.:
Sandlapper Publishing Co., Inc., 1986), 28.

Right: Second floor Council Chambers, looking west, 1981.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 108-12.
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Object ID: 031
Object: Iron Gate from 28 Chapel Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 38.
Reference B:
Reference C:
Description
Year: c. 1833
Type: Iron Single Gate
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Several scrolls, appears to have once held a lantern at top.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1832
Address: 28 Chapel Street
Vanderhorst family town dwelling, converted to apartments, restored as
History:
private residence in the 1990s.
Stuccoed brick, two stories with raised basement, piazza on main floor,
Description:
double front staircase.
Other:

Year: 1975-1987
Reason: Unknown.

Transfer
By Whom: Unknown.

Other:
Current Location
Address: 261 Confederate Circle

Year: Unknown.
History: Unknown.
Description: Suburban brick ranch style house.

Other: House is in the South Windermere subdivision of West Ashley.
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Iron Gate at 28 Chapel Street, c. 1977.
Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 402-3.

28 Chapel Street to 261 Confederate Circle (marked with dot), Charleston, South
Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 032
Object: Iron Gate to 18 Church Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 45.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 634-635.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron Gate
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Multiple scrolls form large heart shapes.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1802
Address: 172 Rutledge Avenue
Built by Patrick Duncan, remained a residence until 1909 when it became a
History:
private school for girls.
Description: Large portico, regency details, Gothic motifs.
Other: Site is now Ashley Hall.

Year: Unknown.
Reason: Unknown.

Transfer
By Whom: Unknown.

Other: Bottom panel of the gate was removed.
Current Location
Year: c. 1840
Address: 18 Church Street
History: Lowndes family residence, later of the Holmes family.
Description: Stuccoed brick single house.
Other:
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Left: 172 Rutledge Avenue, c. 1977.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 309-1.

Right: 18 Church Street, iron single gate, originally at 172 Rutledge Avenue.
Photograph: Charles N. Bayless. In Charles N. Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (Orangeburg, S.C.:
Sandlapper Publishing Co., Inc., 1986), 45.

Right: 18 Church Street, 2009.
“18 Church Street,” pamphlet produced by Carriage Properties, Charleston real estate group.
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172 Rutledge Avenue to 18 Church Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 033
Object: Mantels to 26 Meeting Street
Bennett, Craig (owner of 26 Meeting Street), personal interview (20 January
Reference A:
2009).
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 256.
Unidentified document, Historic Charleston Foundation, 2 Water Street
Reference C:
Property File.
Description
Year: c. 1821
Type: Marble Mantels
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Regency.
Detailing: Ionic columns at sides, central panel with design, geometric designs.
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Original Location
c. 1818
Address: 2 Water Street
Built by Nathaniel Ingraham, owned by William Burgoyne, Otis Mills, and
Dr. Edward Wells.
Three story stuccoed brick, later mansard roof and cast metal cornice and
window heads.
Mantels were added to 2 Water Street by Dr. William Burgoyne, owner in
1821. Replacement mantels were likely moved from other Charleston
buildings.

Year: 1930s
Reason: Unknown.

Transfer
By Whom: Unknown.

Other:
Current Location
Year: 1819-1821 Address: 26 Meeting Street
History: Designed by William Jay for William Mason Smith.
Description:

Regency style, single house with side hall plan, Greek key fretwork in
brownstone below windows.

Other:
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Images

Left: 2 Water Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Right: Mantel at 26 Meeting Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Left: 26 Meeting Street, 1977.
Photograph: Charles Bayless. Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 149-2.

Right: Mantel at 26 Meeting Street, detail, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

226

OBJECT 033
Map

2 Water Street to 26 Meeting Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Survey of Moved Architectural Elements
Object ID: 034
Object: Iron Balcony to 57 East Bay Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 74.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 97 and127.
“Afternoon and Morning Tours...,” The Charleston News and Courier (18
Reference C:
March 1963).
Description
Year: c. 1810
Type: Iron Balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Wrought iron with “J.T.” in the center.
Other: “J.T.” is for James Tate, builder of 23 and 25 Queen Street.
Original Location
Year: c. 1806
Address: 25 Queen Street
Known as Benjamin Casey tenements, ground level commercial space and
History:
upper residential space.
Description: Two-and-a-half story stuccoed brick double tenement with 23 Queen.
Other: 23 Queen Street, attached building, had similar balcony.

Year: Unknown.
Reason: Unknown.

Transfer
By Whom: Unknown.

Other:
Current Location
Year: c. 1783
Address: 57 East Bay Street
Thomas Pinckney purchased lot with house already built, used house as a
History: rental property from 1790s on. Houses and grocery store of William Porter
in 1862.
Description: Stuccoed brick, three story with low hipped roof.
Other:
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OBJECT 034
Images

Left: 57 East Bay Street, 2009.
Photograph: Laura Burghardt.

Right: 57 Eat Bay Street, balcony
Historic American Buildings Survey, HABS SC, 10-CHAR, 383-2.

“Queen Street near Church Street. From a drawing of various balconies.
Drawing: Alice R. Huger Smith. In Alice R. Huger Smith and D.E. Huger Smith, The Dwelling Houses of
Charleston, South Carolina (New York: Diadem Books, 1917), 354.

229

OBJECT 034
Map

25 Queen Street to 57 East Bay Street (marked with dot), Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 035
Object: Iron Railing to 135 Meeting Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 147.
“Gibbes Art Gallery Gets Old Artillery Hall Iron Fence,” The Charleston
Reference B:
News and Courier (3 June 1955), 4-A.
“Old Wrought Iron Fence To Go To Art Gallery,” The Charleston News and
Reference C:
Courier (30 April 1955).
Description
Year: c. 1847
Type: Iron Railing
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Motifs of battle axes and spears.
Other: Wrought iron fence surrounded the property of the Old Artillery Hall.

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Original Location
Address: Wentworth Street (Old Artillery Hall or German
1845-1847
Artillery Hall)
Military hall for militia, but also used for other events, including concerts.
Crenellated structure with two large projecting parapets, Gothic windows.
Building was dismantled in 1930 and the property was purchased by
Kerrison’s department store for expansion purposes.
Transfer
1955
By Whom: Edwin H. Poulnot and the City of Charleston
Salvaged from Old Artillery Hall and given to the City of Charleston.
Fence was repaired under the direction of Richard Millar of Iron Gate, Inc.,
with ironworker R. D. Henry doing much of the work. Edwin Poulnot,
president of Kerrison’s presented the ironwork to the city of Charleston for
installation at the Gibbes Art Gallery.
Current Location
1905
Address: 135 Meeting Street (Gibbes Art Gallery)
Funded by the estate of James S. Gibbes.
Beaux Arts style. Engaged portico, central dome, flat roof.

Other:
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Object ID: 036
Object: Iron Balcony to 101 East Bay Street
Reference A: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 78.
Thompson, “Profile History of the Preservation Society,” Preservation
Reference B:
Progress (1962), 7.
Reference C: Deas, Early Ironwork of Charleston (1941), 76.
Description
Year: c. 1843
Type: Iron Balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: “C.P.” cipher at center for Claus F. Prigge.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1843
Address: 7 Elizabeth Street
History: Believed to have been a tavern, constructed by Claus F. Prigge.
Description: Wood frame, two-story building with corner entry.
Other:

Iron balcony was placed cornerwise to the street. According to Colonel
Alston Deas this was the only balcony situated in this way in Charleston.

Transfer
Year: 1945
By Whom: Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings
Salvaged from 7 Elizabeth Street and loaned to Mrs. Dorothy Porcher Legge
Reason:
for use on her restoration project, 101 East Bay Street.
The Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings is listed as owning the
balcony in 1941, although it was still attached to its original building. It is
Other:
likely that the Society purchased rights to the balcony, preventing its sale
out of the city when the building was demolished.
Current Location
Year: c. 1740
Address: 99-101 East Bay Street (Col. Othniel Beale House)
One of several buildings for commercial and residential purposes built by
History:
Othniel Beale.
Description: Five bay, two-story stuccoed brick with archways at first floor.
Building was restored by Dorothy Porcher Legge in 1945, who also restored
Other: 22 Lamboll Street (See Object 024). The house was the first to be restored
on what is now known as “Rainbow Row.”
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Object ID: 037
Object: Iron Balconies to 23 and 24 King Street
“Metamorphosis at 23 King Street,” The Charleston News and Courier (22
Reference A:
April 1985), 2-B.
Reference B: Deas, Early Ironwork of Charleston (1941), 80-81.
Reference C: Bayless, Charleston Ironwork (1987), 102.
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Iron Balconies
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Scrolled balusters, central urn motif.
Other: Two identical balconies were made for the building at 56-58 Broad Street.
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: 56-58 Broad Street
Commercial and residential structures, 58 Broad held the National
History:
Freedman’s Savings Bank between 1869 and 1874.
Double building, brick. Pressed metal cornice was removed in the midDescription:
twentieth century.
Other: Balconies were removed c. 1800 when the building was remodeled.
Transfer
By Whom: Glenn E. Davis

Year: c. 1890
Reason: Unknown.
Glenn E. Davis, City Sherriff, resided at 23 King Street around 1895 and is
attributed with installing the balcony at that house. It is not known how the
Other:
other balcony was moved to 24 King Street, but it can be assumed that
Davis was also involved in this transfer.
Current Location
c. 1750 and
Year:
Address: 23 and 24 King Street
c. 1820
23 King has been described as one of the oldest wood frame houses in
History:
Charleston. 24 King is known as the John Laurens North House.
Description: Both wood frame buildings.
Other:
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Object ID: 038
Object: Woodwork from 317 Meeting Street
Ravenel, “Old House Bows to the Automobile Age,” The Charleston News
Reference A:
and Courier (26 January 1939).
Burghardt, “317 Meeting Street.” Historic Charleston Foundation, 317
Reference B:
Meeting Street Property File.
Reference C:
Description
Year: c. 1800
Type: Woodwork.
Maker: Unknown.
Style: Unknown.
Detailing: Unknown.
Other:
Original Location
Year: c. 1800
Address: 317 Meeting Street (corner of Meeting and Calhoun)
History: Town residence of the Horlbecks, builders and plantation owners.
Description: Three story stuccoed brick with high basement, side piazza.
Other: Demolished for expansion of the Calhoun Super Service Station in 1939.

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:

Transfer
Unknown. By Whom: Dr. William Horlbeck Frampton (likely)
Salvaged and installed in one of Dr. Horlbeck’s properties.
Dr. Frampton was the physician for Standard Oil, who also salvaged
architectural elements from Belvidere Plantation. He was likely given
permission by Standard Oil to salvage architectural elements from the house
before its demolition for a filling station.
Current Location
Unknown. Address: Unknown.
Unknown.
Unknown.

Dr. Frampton was known to have moved architectural elements to his
Other: houses at 40 Rutledge (see Object 014) and 56 King Street, as well as his
office at 98 Broad Street (see Objects 010 and 011).
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OBJECT 038
Images

Left: Dr. William Horlbeck Frampton, likely responsible for salvaging architectural
elements from 317 Meeting Street prior to the building’s demolition.
“Dr. W.H. Frampton Dies At Residence,” The Charleston News and Courier (24 January 1979), 9-A.

Right: 317 Meeting Street, 1906.
Photograph: The Citadel archives.

Left: 317 Meeting Street, immediately before demolition, 1939.
Photograph: Peck. Kitty Ravenel, “Old House Bows to the Automotive Age,” The Charleston News and
Courier (26 January 1939).

Right: 317 Meeting Street, Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 039
Object: Iron Balcony to 36 Chalmers Street
Reference A: Charleston’s Historic Houses, Historic Charleston Foundation (1952), 37.
Reference B: Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (1997), 176-177.
Reference C:
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Iron Balcony
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing: Five pointed star.
Other:

Year:
History:
Description:
Other:

Year:
Reason:
Other:

Original Location
1782-1805 Address: 106 or 108 Meeting Street
Residential with commercial use as well.
Three-story wood frame single house with hipped roof.
106, 108, and 110 Meeting Street were demolished c. 1930 for the
construction of a Standard Oil filling station, designed by Albert Simons
(see Object 027). Both 106 and 108 had iron balconies similar to the one
moved to 36 Chalmers Street.
Transfer
1930s
By Whom: Josephine Pinckney
Salvaged and used in restoration of 36 Chalmers.
Restoration completed with the help of architect Albert Simons. Balcony
and Colonial Revival style piazza screen were added.

Current Location
Year: c. 1835
Address: 36 Chalmers Street
Built by Jane Prevost Wightman, a free black woman as her residence.
History:
Renovated in the 1930s by Josephine Pinckney, novelist.
Greek revival elements with Colonial Revival piazza screen, four bay
Description:
stuccoed brick.
Other:
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OBJECT 039
Images

View of 106, 108, 110 Meeting Street before 1905 demolition.
From the Collections of the South Carolina Historical Society. Historic Charleston Foundation, 108
Meeting Street Property File.

Left: 36 Chalmers Street, 1952.
In Charleston’s Historic Houses, Historic Charleston Foundation (1952), 44.

Right: Meeting Street at Chalmers Street to 36 Chalmers Street (marked with dot),
Charleston, South Carolina.
From Google Maps, http://maps.google.com (accessed 9 April 2009).
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Object ID: 040
Object: Woodwork from 111 Wentworth Street
“111 Wentworth Street Comes Down,” The Charleston News and Courier
Reference A:
(14 March 1959).
Reference B: “Bricks and Pieces,” Preservation Progress 4 (November 1959), 3.
Reference C: “To Be Razed,” Charleston Evening Post (19 February 1959), 1-B.
Description
Year: Unknown. Type: Window Pediment
Maker: Unknown.
Style:
Detailing:
Other:
Original Location
Year: Unknown. Address: 111 Wentworth Street
History: Residential use, Nathan’s Jr. High School 1940-1947.
Description: Three story, wood frame single house.
Building was considered “notable” in This is Charleston. Demolished to
Other: expand the play area for Memminger Elementary School. Herbert J. Butler,
Co., was contracted for the demolition.
Transfer
Year: 1959
By Whom: Restoration, Inc.
Reason: Salvage for use in new construction.
Other:

President of Restoration, Inc., Waveland S. Fitzsimmons was in charge of
the project.

Current Location
Year: 1959
Address: 32 N. Adger’s Wharf
History: Constructed in 1959 as one of six row houses built by Restoration, Inc.
Description: Six compact row houses, number 32 is two story brick.
Construction of the houses in 1959 utilized several salvaged buildings
elements, including brick from a warehouse that once stood on the N.
Other:
Adger’s Wharf site, pine floor boards from various Charleston houses and a
window pediment from 111 Wentworth Street.
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INTRODUCTION
The Charleston Museum maintains a large collection of architectural elements that have
been donated to the museum over the last hundred years. The collection is not well organized or
documented and is considered a low priority within the scope of the entire museum collection.
While a large portion of the architectural elements remain on permanent display at the museum,
including several iron elements, most of the architectural elements collection is kept in
warehouses owned by the museum.
This list of architectural elements in the Charleston Museum collection is not
comprehensive. The elements documented in the appendix were found in the Charleston
Museum card catalogue and on display in the Museum in February 2009. Several of the
architectural elements on display in the museum were not listed in the card catalogue, indicating
a large gap in documentation of elements in the collection. Architectural elements listed in this
appendix are only those that were documented with location information, either in the card
catalogue or on display signs. Because this appendix is intended to be used by individuals
researching specific properties, only those with information on where the object was removed
from have been included.
The Charleston Museum does not intend to update the catalogue of architectural elements
in the near future. Most of the cataloguing of collections is carried out by volunteers, and
therefore the process is slow. The architectural elements collection is not as much a priority for
the museum, as other objects, more frequently on display, including furniture, silver, and other
historic decorative objects. It is unlikely that the architectural elements collection will be
catalogued digitally within the next year.
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CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
(From Charleston Properties)
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

1978.103

-

*

-

*

39.232.1

Object

Original Location

Description

Wallpaper

1 Atlantic Street

-

52 Beaufain Street

-

Shutter
Paneling
(Wall)

MB 1082

Wood
Ornament

71 Broad Street
(St. Michael's Church)

Broad Street near
Church Street

1929.242.
1-6

MB 1361

Iron Grille

1928.306.
2

MB 1380

*

-

*

-

Iron Balcony
Interior
Cornice
Section
Interior &
Exterior
Woodwork

1967.48

-

Wallpaper

1925.66

MB 1353

Iron Grille

*

-

Counter

52 Beaufain Street

Broad Street near
Church Street

Louvered, exterior shutter
Paneling, mantel, 2 doors,
cornice
Cypress ornament, leaf painted
white. From beneath clock on
the steeple.

Donation/ Purchase
-

Cast iron grilles, two large, four
small with geometric designs.
Painted white.
Wrought iron balcony,
Whitelaw, Charleston Come
Hell or High Water, p.169.

-

Robert Lunz (1939) - Given to
donor by James Ruddock.
Purchase from Society for
Preservation of Old Dwellings
for $40- Building razed for
C & S Bank in 1928.

-

Citizens and Southern Bank
(1928)

-

c. 1800

-

Apothecaries’ Hall

1780

-

Wrought iron grille, scrollwork
flanking a rosette, Deas, Early
Ironwork of Charleston, p. 72

c. 1793

-

c. 1795

Bank Tellers’ Counter

c. 1895

Broad and Church
Streets (NE Corner)
Broad and King
Streets (Lining House)
Broad and King
Streets (Lining House)
Broad and State
Streets (Bank of South
Carolina)
Broad and State
Streets (SC National
Bank)

Date
18101820
18th
Century
18th
Century

-

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.
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Purchase from Emil Wagener
for $10 (1925)

-

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

Donation/ Purchase
Object

1932.96

MB 1334

Plaster
Ornament

1979.65

MB 1312

Flooring
Mantel

Original Location
Broad Street
(Concert Hall)
18 Bull Street
(Blacklock House)
107 Bull Street

1979.65

MB 1313

Mantel

107 Bull Street

1959.53

MB 1329

Wood Urn

Calhoun Street
(Orphan House)

Statue

Calhoun Street
(Orphan House)

Woodwork
Fragments

36 Chalmers Street
(Wightman House)

Charleston Exposition
of 1902
87 Church Street
(Heyward-Washington
House)
Columbus Street near
East Bay

*

-

38.220

MB 1243

77.36

MB 383

57.27.15

MB 1083

Plaster
Medallion
Wood
Ornament
Fragments

-

Iron Panel

*

Description

Date
Samuel Stoney (1932) Removed during repairs
in 1932.

Plaster ornament from upper part.
From main hall. Oak, mahogany and
maple parquet floor.
Slate and cast iron mantel, marbleized.
Cast iron mantel with arched opening.
Heavy beaded corners, side panels
removable. Serpentine shaped mantel
shelf. Rococo design arched coal grate
holder.
Wood urn, painted white. From top of
the Orphan House.
From cupola of Orphan House, 14 ft.
statue, large portion remains. Building
demolished 1952.
Pieces of interior trim, wood window
or door trim, receded and diamond
design. Panel center block from over
doorway with rosette center.

Cast plaster, from exterior of building.

-

Ethel HockmeyerRemoved during
renovations
Joseph Riley (1959) Removed when building
was razed in 1952.
18531854

1902

Carved wood fragments.
Wrought iron panel.

Albert Simons (1938)
Mrs. BP Brickman Jr.Given to donor by
workman demolishing
building.

Removed in 1954.
c. 1800

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.
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-

-

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

1924.25

MB 1025

Lead Pew
Plate

1978.168

MB 1250

Balusters

Original Location
126 Coming Street
(Cathedral of St. Luke
& St. Paul)
6-8 Courthouse Square
(Blake Tenements)
Cumberland Street
Drake Street (William
Enston Home)
East Battery

*

Object

1925.17

MB 1375

Carving
Iron Lantern
Stands

1936.106

MB 1346

Wood Post

1947.94.1

MB 1330

1974.116
84.11
EQ84.11

MB 1001

Store Sign
Wood
Baseboard
Section
Wallpaper
Wallpaper
Wallpaper
Iron Transom
Grille

*
1957.55.1
*

1924.43

-

Donation/ Purchase

MB 1420
MB 1365
-

MB 1367

Iron Lunette
Iron Window
Grille

Iron Gate

Description

Lead pew plate with donor's name.
Turned balusters from interior
staircase.
Longleaf pine carving of palmetto with
shield.

Date

-

R. Benthan Simons
(1924)

-

Henry Copeland (1978)

c. 1860

Purchased from Ortmann
Bros. (1925)

c. 1825

205-211 East Bay
(William Bird's Store)

Wrought iron lantern stands.
Acorn post with holes to accommodate
rails.
Part of store sign, half of a large wood
hand, originally gold leaf, now painted
grey. Said to have had a torch. On
store before earthquake.

12 Elizabeth Street
12 Elizabeth Street
14 Elizabeth Street
14 Elizabeth Street

Pine baseboard section.
Wall paper from main hall.
-

1852
1852
c. 1915
c. 1915

Elliot Street
Elliot Street
(carriage house)

Wrought iron transom grille.

c. 1790

Wrought iron lunette.
Wrought iron window grille with cast
iron rosette and wrought iron husks.
Iron arch gate by Werner with cross
and star decoration, Deas, Early
Ironwork of Charleston, p. 31.

c. 1790

Alston Deas (1957)

c. 1800

Purchased from Ortmann
Bros $20- Given to C.W.
Ortmann when it fell.

54 Hassell Street
60 Huguenin Avenue
(St. Lawrence
Cemetery)

-

-

18401870

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.
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Alfred O. Halsey (1947)Given to donor c. 1897
by Mr. Kracke, a Bird's
Store employee.

Ken Jones
Ken Jones
-

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

1964.77

MB 998

Iron Grille

1929.191

MB 1360

Iron Grille

26552

-

Wallpaper

269 King Street
King and Liberty
Streets (SW Corner)

*
*

-

Gate
Shutters

King Street (Garden)
King Street (Lower)

1956.121.
1

MB 1364

Iron
Balcony

1937.5.1

-

Object

1979.1

MB 1224

Wallpaper
Iron Stair
Rail Picket
Iron Parapet
Grille
Woodwork
Fragments

29.152

MB 1128

Terra Cotta
Rosette

26150
*

MB 1000
-

1928.202

MB 1350

1938.96

MB 1362

Iron
Shelving
Iron
Pavement
Grille

Original Location
229 King Street
(Academy of Music)

King Street (Upper)
Laurens and Wall
Streets (NW Corner)
4 Logan Street
(Gibbs House)
Market and Meeting
Streets
72 Meeting Street
(SC Society Hall)
135 Meeting Street
(Gibbes Museum of
Art Site)
181 Meeting Street
(Panknin's Drug
Store)
181 Meeting Street
(Panknin's Drug
Store)

Description
Cast iron grille, anthemion motifs and
center circle.
Wrought iron grille from second story
window. Building razed 1929.

Date

Donation/ Purchase

c. 1840

Alston Deas (1964)
Charles Ortmann
(1929)

Illustrated with Chinese figures.

Early 19th
Century
c. 1750

Wooden garden gate.
Cypress shutters with wrought iron nails.
Wrought iron balcony. Deas, Early
Ironwork of Charleston, p. 36, and
Huger Smith, Dwelling Houses of
Charleston, p. 357.
From Colonel Armstrong's house.
Cast iron stair rail picket with floral
terminals. Six point star at center.
Cast iron parapet grille from demolished
building.
Fragments, possibly from chair rail.
Carved chevron design applied.

-

c. 1750
18th
Century
18851900
c. 1830
-

Rosette of molded terra cotta, corner
piece.

Cast iron shelving.
Wrought iron pavement grille by J.A.W.
Iusti, in front of CH Panknin's shop.
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-

Alston Deas
Ortmann Brothers
-

-

Mrs. C.P. McGowan
(1929) - Found behind
the Gibbes site.

-

Purchased from
Ortmann Bros $5

c. 1848

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.

-

S.M. Colclough Jr.
(1938)

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

-

MB 1001

1978.1
*
1931.23
*

MB 1147
MB 999
-

Object
Iron
Fireplace
Fitting
Wood
Molding
Interior
Shutters

Original Location

Description

Baluster
Wood
Brackets

350 Meeting Street
(Joseph Manigault House)
350 Meeting Street
(Joseph Manigault House)
350 Meeting Street
(Joseph Manigault House)
Meeting and George Streets
(Gabriel Manigault House)
Meeting and George Streets
(Gabriel Manigault House)
Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)

Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)
Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)
Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)
Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)

Iron Picket

54.172

MB 1145

1937.196.24

MB 1289

1937.196.24

MB 1290

1956.138

MB 1381

1956.138

MB 1381

Block from
Mantel
Block from
Mantel
Iron
Balustrade
Iron Newel
Posts

1956.121.2

MB 993

Iron Picket

1925.168

MB 1376

Iron Fence

Meeting Street at George
(Radcliffe-King House)
Meeting and John Streets
(Withers House)

Date

-

-

Piece of molding from west
porch.
-

-

-

c. 1803

-

Cast iron picket.

c. 1795

Dr. Frank L. Parker (1931)

Cypress baluster.
Four brackets, sides with
central oval sunburst
Architrave block from
mantel. Carved relief with
urn and floral pedestal band,
guilloche molding.
Architrave block from
mantel, white marble
Iron balustrade, painted
green.

c. 1800

Board of School
Commissioners (1938)

-

c. 1806

Alston Deas (1937)

c. 1806
-

Alston Deas (1937)
Charleston Board of School
Commissioners (1927)

-

-

Newel posts, wrought iron.
Either side of twisted section
of wrought iron are scrolls,
extending above is a spear
point.

1806

Pieces of wrought iron fence.

c. 1825

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.
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Donation/ Purchase
Found during repairs to the
building by the Museum.
Sold at auction in 1982.

Alston Deas (1956)
Purchased from Elizabeth
Adger $69 (1925)

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number

*
1921.8
1954.174

1955.164.2

Accession
Number

MB 761
-

MB 996

*

-

1981.302

-

76.8

MB 62

1928.243

MB 1959

1947.73

MB 992

Object

Sign
Iron Gate
Wallpaper

Iron Grille
Chair Rail &
Wainscot
Tin
Modillions
Plaster Ceiling
Center

Iron Grilles
Iron Parapet
Grilles

74.111

MB 20

Clapboard

1955.16

MB 1378

Iron Gate

1983.128

MB 1424

Iron Ornament

Original Location

Meeting Street
18 Montagu (Chancellor
De Saussure House)
54 Montagu Street
(Isaac Motte Dart House)
19 Queen Street
(Ryan's Jail)
Queen Street
(Daniel Cannon House)
121 Rutledge
(Old Charleston Museum)
Rutledge Avenue and
Calhoun Street
(NW Corner)
Rutledge Avenue and
Vanderhorst Street
(Chisholm House)

Description
Trade sign painted by Walter
C. Long for Paul E. Trouche,
wholesale stationer.
Piece of iron gate.
Illustrations of Mexican war
scenes.
Wrought iron grille.
Building razed in 1950.
Pressed tin modillions.

-

6 St. Philip Street

Cast iron window grilles.
Pair on either side of gable.
Building razed 1947.

34 St. Philip Street
(2 Pitt Street)
44 South Battery
(Johnston House)
64 South Battery
(William Gibbes House)

Longleaf pine clapboard
with beaded molding. Paint
possibly original.
Wrought iron gate with
spear heads and "c" scrolls
Cast iron unicorn ornament,
gilt. Of a pair.

Date

c. 1900
1850
18th 19th
Century

Albert Simons (1921)
Exchange with Alston Deas
(1955)

-

-

-

Ken Jones

-

J. Kenneth Jones- Fell during
demolition of building in 1971

-

-

c. 1830

G.F. Brown (1947)
Removed when the house was
moved from 2 Pitt Street by the
Preservation Society of
Charleston in 1974.

-

* Object on display at the Charleston Museum in February 2009, but not listed in the Museum’s card catalogue.
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Donation/ Purchase

Mrs. Edward Rutledge (1955)
Mr. & Mrs. Ashby Farrows
(1983)

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
Accession
Number
1978.83

Accession
Number
-

Object

74.54

MB 7

1930.37.3

MB 1338

Wallpaper
Iron Oven
Door & Frame
Plaster
Ornament

1930.37.1

MB 1345

Plaster
Ornament

Original Location
41 State Street (Vigilant Fire
Insurance Company Headquarters)
143 Tradd Street
(kitchen building)
Vernon Street at East Bay
(Isaac Ball House)
Vernon Street at East Bay
(Isaac Ball House)
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Description
Iron oven door and frame
Ornament from ceiling
relief for chandelier
Rosette from ceiling relief
for chandelier, painted
blue.

Date
18th
Century

Donation/ Purchase
-

c. 1802

Mrs. Louis Parker
Alston Deas (1930) House razed 1930.

c. 1802

Alston Deas (1930) House razed 1930.

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
(From Charleston Area Properties)
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

-

-

Object
Wallpaper

Original Location
Fairfield Plantation

MB 1021

Molding
pieces
Plaster
Decoration

Goose Creek Church

1979.1

MB 1230

Woodwork
Fragments

The Grove

1979.3

-

38.22

MB 1237

1951.53

MB 1323

32.30.2

MB 1144

Wallpaper
Wood
Cornice
Section
Gate Post
Finial
Wood
Ornaments

25002

MB 995

Iron Gate

Ophir Plantation
Parnassus
(Cooper River)
Sea Cloud Plantation
(Edisto Island)
Wedge Plantation
(South Santee)

Wallpaper

Woodburn Plantation

1979.1

MB 1226

38.77.2

1947.17

-

Fenwick Hall

Hampton Plantation

Description
Two wood molding pieces, possible
chair rail. Curved parenthesis
design.
Cast plaster cherubs head owned by
Mrs. Henry Sage
Fragments of baseboard, section of
paneled wainscot, and trim from
second floor.

Date

Donation/ Purchase

-

-

-

-

-

Samuel Stoney (1938)

-

-

-

-

Cyma recta top with cavetto
molding, accented with grooved
rectangles. Object repaired in 1979.
Gate post finial, brick. Rounded
brick pieces.

c. 1810
c. 18th
Century

-

-

Robert N.S. Whitelaw (1932)

Iron gate, wrought.

-

Family of A.H. Lucas

-
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c. 1850

Albert Simons
Samuel Stoney (1951)

-

CHARLESTON MUSEUM COLLECTION
(From Outside the Charleston Area)
Accession
Number

Accession
Number

1977.5

MB 1256

74.164

MB 23

1963.3

MB 1321

Object
Cornice
Pieces
Marble
Fireplace

Iron
Ornament

Original Location
Athens, GA
(Ferdinand Phinizy
House)
Long Island, NY

San Francisco, CA
California and
Leidesdorff Streets
(American Trust Co.)

Description
Pieces of cornice, with gold leaf, simulated
gesso over wood.
Black marble fireplace front. Late Empire
mantel piece.
Wolfs head ornament, cast iron, from exterior.
Built in 1863, building was designated by
AIA as one of 12 buildings in San Francisco
to be preserved as architectural monuments,
but was torn down along with six others for
the bank's new headquarters.
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Date

-

c. 1873

Donation/ Purchase

Charles Rowland
Mr. & Mrs. Roger
W. Polsifer

Commander
Whitney Jones
(1963)
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